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Executive Summary

Each year, the N.C. Governor’'s Highway Safety Program (Gi&#pares a Highway Safety Plan
(HSP) as a guide for the State’s federally funded safety activiiesajor component in the production
of this document is the identification of safety problems withéndtiate through an analysis of crash
data. The results of this problem identification effort are thed as one means of justification for
determining where safety improvement funds are allocated. Rartbliina strives to ensure that
funding is allocated to those areas that can provide the greapesition highway safety.

It should be noted at this time that the data used to put compilebtes, teharts and graphs in this
application for 2009 are incomplete. Due to a reporting problem, ofutle data relating to the
Charlotte-Mecklenburg area is not included. This problem is being addrigesn several areas and it
is our expectation that within the next two or three years, thideowill be resolved. Therefore, the
2009 results are considered to be incomplete.

The purpose of this report is to help the GHSP in the identificafisafety problems within the state. Here is
a summary of the findings:

Overall Trends in Crashes by Severity in North Carolina

Fatality rates (fatalities per 100 MVM) in North Carolina haeen decreasing in the last 10 years.
However, the number of fatalities had remained somewhat tmmsistil 2007 when we witnessed
an abnormal increase, followed by a significant decrease & 200

During the last five years, with the exception of 2007, the tataber of injury and fatal crashes has
not changed significantly. However, the number of reported pyogieemage only (PDO) crashes has
increased significantly. This increase can partially beamgd by the dramatic improvement in
electronic reporting of citations and crashes. This improvedratéc reporting has dramatically

increased the number of less severe crashes being reporedNt€iiDepartment of Motor Vehicles

(DMV).

Alcohol-Involved Crashes

During the last three years, North Carolina has seen littlegehan the percentage of crashes
involving drivers who had been impaired drivers.

The 21-24 age groups are represented with the highest pgecehtdrivers who had been drinking
while being involved in a crash.

Hispanic/Latino drivers have the highest rate of drinking impnt while being involved in a crash.
A contributing factor for this high rate is North Carolina Hispéuaittno population is largely male
and young the primary group of drinking drivers in all raciatietigroups.

Crashes involving drinking and driving is most common durinly ezorning hours.

About 54 percent of drinking driver crashes occurred on rural adw

Young Driver Crashes

Crashes involving drivers ages 15-20 have increased in the last seamal Where has been a
modest change in the severity of crashes during this period.

Among young drivers, the driver was a contributing factor in 68 peiaeall crashes, while
only 48 percent of drivers ages 25-54 contributed to their crash.



A substantial proportion of young driver errors are accounted fohreg tactions: failure to
yield, failure to reduce speed, and driving too fast for conditions.

All alcohol-related crashes by young drivers whom are underetied trinking age, is lower
than for all age groups up to age 50.

Motorcycle Safety

The number of motorcycle crashes has been increasing for abyeéys along with the North
Carolina population and the number of registered motorcycles.

The typical motorcycle crash occurs between April and Octobera Friday, Saturday, or
Sunday between 12:00 noon and 7:00 p.m. during clear weather on ruranevstate
secondary roads with a 55 MPH speed limit.

Curved roadway crashes are overrepresented in motorcycle crastieare associated with
greater risk for fatal/severe injury than crashes involving stramgidway segments.

Rollovers, hitting a fixed object, rear-ending another vehtble motorcyclist or another vehicle
making a left/right turn, and running off the roadway are the mosifabprecipitating events of
motorcycle crashes.

Fatal/severe injury to the motorcyclist was strongly assedtiatith head-on crashes, hitting a
fixed object, left/right turns, and leaving roadways.

Pedestrian Safety

Although crashes involving pedestrians represent less than 1 pefd¢kattotal reported motor
vehicle crashes in North Carolina, pedestrians are over-regdsentatal and serious injury
crashes. Approximately 12 percent of the fatal crashes and 9 peréetype (disabling injury)
crashes in North Carolina involved pedestrians.

Pedestrian crashes are most likely to occur in the afternoosaalydevening between the hours
of 2 p.m. to 10 p.m., with over half of pedestrian crashes occutuirigg these eight hours.

While most crashes (55 percent) occurred during daylight hours, 18 fppexznred during
nighttime on lighted roadways (clear or cloudy) and another 15 miewecurred during
nighttime on unlighted roadways (clear or cloudy conditions).

Citizens over the age of 50 have shown numerical and proportionabgses in pedestrian
crashes the past five years. On average, adults (30 to 49) accountedater numbers and
proportions of pedestrian crashes than other groups. However,ofertmns of those killed
and seriously injured in a pedestrian crash is higher for the olderagesgr

African Americans are over-represented in pedestrian @as Caucasians are under-
represented based on the population. However, there appears tebeeasing trend in the
proportion of crashes involving black pedestrians.

The most frequent crash type involves Pedestrians failing to yiekhould be noted; however,
that this crash type does not necessarily imply fault. For deampedestrian may detect a gap
at a mid-block area and begin crossing, but a speeding motoriss dlos gap sooner than
expected and strikes the pedestrian.



Bicyclist Safety

Bicycle crashes represent less than 0.5 percent of the totalegpootor vehicle crashes in
North Carolina, but represent 1.5 percent of the fatal crashg® percent of A-type (disabling
injury) crashes.

The number of crashes has fluctuated over the past three ydansowstbvious trend over this
time. The number of crashes in 2006 might indicate a downward trend.

Bicycle crashes peak on Friday and Saturday.

While most crashes (74 percent) occurred during daylight consljitio’ percent occurred during
nighttime hours on light or unlighted roadways (clear or cloudyitond).

There seems to be an increasing number of bicycle crashes invalultg @&ges 40 to 69, and a
decreasing trend among children under 15. It is not clear if this is dcieatmes in riding
patterns among the different age groups and/or changes in the popofaeecific age groups.

The most frequent crash type (about one-fifth of bicycle-motbiciee crashes), involved sign-
controlled intersection violations by bicyclists and moterist

Children were most often involved in mid-block ride out crashes, tymieally occurring in
urban areas.

Older Driver Safety

The number of crashes involving older drivers has shown only mowesases over the past 3
years. Drivers age 65 and older were involved in 7.5 percent of siiegatatewide. However,
this age group comprises 15 percent of all fatally-injured drivers.

Nearly one in five drivers killed in crashes in the western Moumg&gion of the state is 65 and
older. As the North Carolina population ages, this proportion wd| nst only in western North
Carolina but in all parts of the state.

For the most part, older driver crashes tend to mimic the locatmmhsitations where older
adults drive, (i.e., on shorter trips, lower speed roadways, &bent during the daytime, under
favorable weather conditions, etc.).

Drivers ages 65 and older are more likely to crash while making auteftand the crash risk
increases along with their age.

Older drivers are more likely to be cited for contributing to tbeash, with the most commonly
cited contributing factor being failure to yield to other ftcaff

Speed-Related Crashes

Speed-related PDO crashes have increased substantiallylastiseveral years. However, the
number of injury and fatal speed-related crashes has chantgedditing this period.

Speed-related crashes are in general more severe compareesfzeadsrelated crashes.
A higher percentage of crashes in rural areas are speed-relatedembtoparban areas.
The 15-17 age groups are associated with the highest percentage okdgieelderashes.

A large number of speed-related crashes occur during the morrengoafh, and between 1:00
a.m. and 3:00 a.m.



* Interstates have the lowest number of speed-related crashds bigliest percentage of speed-
related crashes. State roads have the highest number of sla¢ed-ceashes.

* Almost 80 percent of crashes where a rear-end crash was theafinsful event are speed-
related. A significant percentage of crashes (close to 50 pevdesrte the first harmful event is
a jackknife/overturn/rollover, collision with a fixed object, antoff-the-road, are speed-related.

Occupant Restraint

* Following the enactment of a primary enforcement seat belt 8986 and the “Click It or
Ticket” campaign in 1993, the observed driver seat belt usage ratendiaased from
approximately 65 percent in the early 1990’s to 90.4 percent in 2010.

» The latest survey of seat-belt usage was conducted June 2010. Theatsagehat time
was 90.4 percent of drivers and 86.7 percent for passengers.

» Alarger percentage of women use a seat belt (93.5 percent) compared (87.8 percent).

» Typically, middle-aged and older drivers have a higher usage rabpaced to young
drivers.

* Information on restraint usage for individuals involved in a crasisually self-reported and
not reliable, especially for less severe crashes.

Traffic Records and Data Collection

The data for this year's North Carolina Highway Safety Plan lee lgathered by GHSP
directly from NCDOT and FARS. The overall traffic records egstis being restructured and
streamlined and has seen an increase in reporting by law enfotcagemcies. We have made
progress in this area and continued to enhance our system witidegpalectronic citation and
crash data reporting. Several issues have occurred this year wittingfrom agencies that are
not compatible with the state software. This problem is being adttes well as the problem
of having all areas of records being able to “talk” to each other. iFlising addressed with a
project that will bring the medical element on line with the D@gdords.




North Carolina Highway Safety Media Plan

The North Carolina Governor’s Highway Safety Program (GHB8&dia plan will target two areas of
immediate concern: seat belt usage and impaired driving. Allanfedthese areas will include paid and
earned media.

In the area of seat belt usage, North Carolina will participateeimational “Click It or Ticket”
mobilization in May 2011. GHSP will dedicate current allocatioratget low seat belt usage areas and
demographics. Paid media spots will convey an enforcement messagegiament the national media
placement. In addition to paid public service announcements ersiefeand radio, the spot will be
strategically placed in movie theaters across the statg girior to the feature presentation. The GHSP
will also use gas station advertising in low seat belt usage cetmtromote the “Click It or Ticket”
message during May 2011.

Earned media will be conducted statewide with planned campaigofis and approximately 1,500
checkpoints planned for the mobilization.

North Carolina will also participate in all national impaired drivingbilizations. A state specific public
service announcement will be placed across the state duringlideyltampaign, which takes place
Dec. 3- Jan. 2. In addition, the spot will be strategically placed inentheaters across the state airing
prior to the feature presentation. The GHSP will also use gasnséatvertising in high alcohol-related
crash areas to promote the “Booze It & Lose It” message durifigi@aaired driving mobilization.

Earned media will be gained from kickoff events as well as highiktigicheckpoints throughout the
campaigns.

North Carolina will continue to implement the “Click It or Tick&ecuring your Future” (formally
known as R U BUCKLED?) initiative, which targets high school ageedsiin 2011. This program was
launched in the fall of 2005 in 53 high schools across the state and/iin more than 260 schools,
impacting more than 85,000 student drivers. North Carolina’s goakigetdually have this initiative in
every high school in North Carolina.

GHSP will also utilize sports marketing to reach our target demogsaburrently, GHSP has
commitments from the National Hockey League team, the Carddiinacanes, all four Atlantic Coast
Conference teams in North Carolina as well as East Carolinagpalaghian Universities to provide
advertising to reach their fan base. Advertising will targehedle areas of traffic safety mentioned.



Mission Statement

Our Mission:

The mission of the Governor's Highway Safety Program (GHSR) promote highway safety
awareness and reduce the number of traffic crashes and faialithess state of North Carolina
through the planning and execution of safety programs.

The GHSP mission is one part of the overall State Highway SBfety(SHSP) as set forward
by the Executive Committee for Highway Safety.

Executive Committee for Highway Safety (ECHS):

Comprised of 23 representatives from senior management of eskledsciplines
involved in highway safety who control the available resourcesitibzation in safety
efforts.

Meets on a quarterly basis.
Responsible for the overall direction and administratioalld8HSP activities.
Responsible for defining high priority issues.

Coordinate the Department’s many safety efforts with an engplaasiefficiency of
resources and the prioritization of programs.

Identify, prioritize, promote and support all emphasis areas in theridan Association
of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Rdanwell as emphasis areas
not included in the AASHTO Plan for the coordinated highway saféiytéd save lives
and reduce injuries.

Review and approve all actions submitted by the working groups and apfedpnds
for implementation.

Establish statewide highway safety goals and objectives.
Review proposed highway safety legislation.

Create mechanisms to foster multidisciplinary flows of comioation.
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N.C. Department of Transportation

Commissioner Wayne Goodwin
N.C. Department of Insurance

David Harkey
Director
UNC Highway Safety Research Center



ECHS Milestones

First Meeting of the ECHS

The first meeting of the Executive Committee for Highway §afeas held on April 24, 2003
Raleigh, N.C. The meeting was an opporturidy committee members to meet and be briefe
items such as the purpose of thencattee, the need for the committee and what the AAS
Strategic Highway Safety Plan is and why North. Carolina needsSs& SH

Committee Adopts the AASHTO SHSP

Since the AASHTO SHSP and North Carolina’s HSP address singlaway safety related issuats,
was recommended that North Carolina formally adopt the AASISTi@egic Highway Safety Pla
as the Executive Committee’s “working plan” and make modibicatias appropriate. It was agrt
that NC's SHSP would be a dynamic document that could anddveutevised as needed to ref
identified highway safety issues within the State. At the recemaiation of former Deputy Secret:
Conti (former Committee Chair), the committee adopted theSKAFRO plan for use ar
implementation in North Carolina.

Data Validation of Key Emphasis Areas

The committee decided that the decision making process should bdridata The Traffic Safet
Unit of the Traffic Engineering and Safety Systems Branch aedljorth Carolina crash data for
22 key emphasis areashere appropriate) as outlined in the SHSP. The results of thgsesater:
presented to the Executive Committee to assist the committpeoritizing issues needing to

addressed.

Mission & Vision Statements

Mission and vision statements were created and adopted bynineitoee.
Mission

Establish highway safety goals and objectives and prioritizplement and evaluate coordinat
multi-disciplinary policies and programs to reduce fatalities, injuries economic losses related
crashes.

Vision
North Carolina has a multi-disciplinary, mu#gency approach to research, planning, de
construction, maintenance, operation and evaluation of pwat@ion systems, which results

reduced fatalities, injuries and economic losses, relatecasbeas. In addition, there is a coordine
effort to address emerging safety issues.

Adoption of National Goal for Fatalities

The Executive Committee unanimously adopted the national gda0 détalities/100 MVMTby the
year 2008. Presently, N.C.’s rate is approximately 1.41 fatalitie¥/10Q



Establishment of Initial Working Groups

The Executive Committee reviewed the analysi the crash data provided as it pertained to the
emphasis areas of the SHSP. The committee then discussedahetllaheir staff and individuall
ranked their top five priorities. All of the individual rankingsresesummarized and the initial ¢
working groups were developed.

Data Validation of Key Emphasis Areas

To date; most of the working groups have met numetmuss and are continuing to research
causes of the target crashes along with developing specifiegséstiimed at addressing the identi
needs.

Once a strategy is developed, it is prioritized and then in priawtgroit is presented ttié Executive
Committee for approval. Upon approval, the strategy is assignéuktthost” agency that woul
normally be responsible for the issue. It is then the respongibilithe host agency (with assistal
from the Executive Committee as needed)take the necessary steps to see that the strat
implemented.

10



Organization

The GHSP employees are subject to the North Carolina Departrhehitansportation (DOT)
personnel policies and the State Personnel Act. The Goverhartsf Carolina appoints the Director
of the Governor's Highway Safety Program as the official resplenfor all aspects of the highway
safety program. The Director is the ranking official having autthts administer the highway safety
program.

The GHSP is currently staffed with professionals and three suppmsonnel. Administration of the
program is the responsibility of the Director. There are threegpy sections:

* Planning, Programs and Evaluation
* Finance
* Public Affairs

1. Planning, Programs and Evaluation Section

The function of the Planning, Programs and Evaluation section deuwelop, implement, manage,
monitor and evaluate a grants program that effectively addresdesalyiggafety conerns that have
been identified as a result of a comprehensive analysis of citasioncand other empirical data. This
program is the basis for the annual Highway Safety Plan. The Plamrnograms and Evaluation
section is currently staffed with a Manager and four Highwagt@a$pecialists. Every project is
assigned to a specific Highway Safety Specialist. The High®afgty Specialist is the Project
Director’s liaison with the GHSP, NHTSA and other highwaytyadgencies.

2. Finance Section

The function of the Finance section is to manage and coordirmafdincial operations of the GHSP.
The Finance section is currently staffed with a Finance @ffice

3. Public Affairs Section

The function of the Public Information and Education sectioa indrease the level of awareness and
visibility of highway safety issues and the visibility of the GHSMe Public Information and
Education section is currently staffed with a Public Affairs Bger and a highway exposition driver
for the GHSP expo, which is an impaired driving simulator.

11



State Performance Measures

These measures are taken from the NHTSA FARS database. FAR& basmupdated through 2009,
therefore, no updated information is available. These measutéewaviewed later in the fund year
when FARS has been updated.

(A)

(B)

(©)

(D)

Fatalities (Actual)

To decrease traffic fatalities 15 percent from the 2004 — 2008 averagsb6fto 1,323 by
December 31, 2015.

To decrease traffic fatality deaths to 1,400 by December 31, 2011.

Fatality Rate Per 100M VMT
To decrease fatalities/VMT from the 2004 — 2008 average of 1.55 to 1.20 eynbexc31, 2015.

To decrease fatalities/VMT to 1.32 by December 31, 2011.

Rate/100 mil
Year Fatalitied VMT
2004 1573 1.64
2005 1547 1.53
2006 1554 1.53
2007 1675 1.62
2008 1433 1.41

Number Of Serious Injuries
To decrease serious traffic injuries 35 percent from the 2004 — 2008 average25 to 2,300
by December 31, 2015.

To decrease serious traffic injuries to 2,500 by December 31, 2011.

Serious Injury (A Type) 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
4178 3867 3627 3187 2768

Alcohol Impaired Driving Fatalities
To decrease alcohol impaired driving fatalities 25 percent fror@G8é4 — 2008 average of 457
fatalities to 343 by December 31, 2015.

To decrease impaired driving fatalities to 400 by December 31, 2011.

Operator at .08 or higher total fatalities
2004 2005 2006 200[7 2008
.08 or higher 423 429 421 587 4P3

12



(E)

(F)

(G)

(H)

Unrestrained Passenger Vehicle Occupant Fatalities
To decrease unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalilesaating positions 30 percent
from the 2004 — 2008 average of 505 to 350 by December 31, 2015.

To decrease unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatal@i&® by December 31, 2011.

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Unrestrained
fatalities 516 522 534 540 416

Speeding Related Fatalities
To decrease speeding-related fatalities 25 percent from the 2004 —v20@@eaof 125 to 94 by
December 31, 2015.

To decrease speeding-related fatalities to 110 by December 31, 2011.

Speed related
2004 2005 2006 200[7 2008
96 138 136 124 133

Motorcyclist Fatalities
To decrease motorcyclist fatalities 25 percent from the 2004 — 2068yavef 162 to 120 by
December 31, 2015.

To decrease motorcyclists fatalities to 140 by December 31, 2011.
Unhelmeted Motorcyclist Fatalities
To decrease unhelmeted motorcyclist fatalities 50 percent frer2d04 — 2008 average of 15 to

eight by December 31, 2015.

To decrease unhelmeted motorcyclist fatalities to 10 by Dece3db@011.

M/C no
Year Fatals Helmet
2004 136 14
2005 152 11
2006 150 14
2007 201 14
2008 170 15

13



(1

()

(K)

Drivers Age 20 Or Younger Involved In Fatal Crashes
To decrease drivers age 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes 2Btgesoethe 2004 — 2008
average of 279 to 209 by December 31, 2015.

To decrease drivers age 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes to 22sdwyier 31, 2011.

Drivers 20 and under involved in fatal crash
2004| 2005 2006 2007 2008
Drivers =< 20 324 289 26[7 270 242

Pedestrian Fatalities
To reduce pedestrian fatalities 10 percent from the 2004 — 2008 average @fl21860ly
December 31, 2015.

To decrease pedestrian fatalities to 155 by December 31, 2011.

Year Ped Fatals
2004 161
2005 164
2006 172
2007 171
2008 160

Seat Belt Use Rate

To increase statewide observed seat belt use of front outho@wdants in passenger vehicles
2.5 percentage points from the 2010 calendar base year usage rate of @hf7tp®2 percent
by December 31, 2015.

To increase statewide observed seat belt use of front outho@wgdants in passenger vehicles to
90 percent by December 31, 2011.

14



Observed Seat Belt Use in North Carolina (%), Weighted

Survey Periods \ Driver (D) \ Passenger (RF) \ Combined (D+RF)

1999

Aprt 81.0 77.7 79.9

Jurt 83.5 80.8 82.3

Nov? 79.7 71.0 78.6
2000

Jur? 81.6 76.1 80.5

Sep 80.3 74.7 79.2
2001

May’ 80.9 74.8 79.6

Jurd 83.6 79.1 82.7

Sep 83.0 77.3 81.9
2002

Jur? 84.9 80.6 84.1

Sep 84.5 76.5 82.7
2003

Apr® 85.1 79.2 84.1

Jurd 87.3 81.0 86.1

Sep 85.7 80.4 84.7
2004

Apr® 85.2 79.1 83.8

Jurf 87.4 74.7 85.4
2005

Apr® 86.2 82.2 85.4

Jurd 86.9 85.6 86.7
2006

Apr® 87.6 84.4 86.9

Jurd 88.9 86.3 88.5
2007

Apr® 87.4 74.7 85.4

Jurf 89.4 84.7 88.8
2008

Apr® 89.4 82.8 88.4

Jurd 90.4 85.5 89.8
2009

Apr® 90.4 83.3 89.2

Jurd 89.8 88.8 89.5
2010

Jurf 90.4 86.7 89.7

15



Performance Plan

Problem Identification Process

North Carolina’s Governor's Highway Safety Office (GHSP)nauacts extensive problem
identification to develop and implement the most effective effidient plan for the distribution of
federal funds. Problem identification is vital to the success offiglmvay safety program and ensures
that the initiatives implemented address the crash, fatahiy,injury problems within the state. It is
also provides appropriate criteria for the designation of fundirayifies and provides a benchmark
for administration and evaluation of the overall highwaytygiéan.

The problem identification conducted resulted in the followingast

Collection and analysis of traffic crash data — The GHSP cosymai@r year HSP data with
current year data. From that data, along with additional infaomawe determine what goals
need to be set or remain the same.

Source of data — North Carolina is fortunate to have a centtadizerce for all traffic data.
This data is collected from the Department of Motor Vehicles (DM¥)well as from the
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) staff members throughoeitstate. This data is
channeled to the State Traffic Safety Engineer within NCDOT andadily available to the
GHSP and the public. Additionally, GHSP has access to the Fafaldlysis Reporting
System (FARS) which is another tool for comparison to the radtimmbers to identify our
state’s ongoing concerns. North Carolina has a centraliztensyof courts administered by the
Administrative Office of Courts (AOC) and this enables GHSPbtain accurate and up to the
minute data available on citations, status of cases and disposition

GHSP, in conjunction with a team of partner agencies, utiligesific locality data/problem
identification with other North Carolina data, to plan and enmnt statewide programs to
address our highway safety issues including enforcement and assocamepaigns.

Based on this information, a plan is developed that provides fundowyto:

Projects that support statewide goals.

Projects that identify problems by high risk areas. High risksasre determined using the
following methodology: (1) counties/cities/towns are rankederms of their crash severity
problem, (3) jurisdictions are stratified by type (i.e. county; &itd town). Those jurisdictions
with the highest ranking in each category are selected as higlaress. The ranking is
computed using crashes, vehicle miles traveled, fatalities, asjuincal licensed drivers, total
licensed drivers, alcohol-related crashes, alcohol-reléealities, alcohol-related injuries,
speed-related crashes, speed-related fatalities and speed glates.

Projects that creatively incorporate “alcohol awarenedbanupant protection safety”.
Innovative projects with potential statewide applicationsdityato transfer to other jurisdictions.

Projects from state, local and nonprofit organizations thae Isiatewide significance and
address the federal program areas under the Safe, Accountable,leFlexificient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

16



Setting Goals and Objectives

The performance measures that will be accomplished utilizingutigs outlined in North Carolina’s

2011 Highway Safety Plan/Application for 402 federal highway safednt funding are based on the
GHSP’s mission statement, the mission statement of the NGatblina Executive Committee for

Highway Safety along with the performance measures outlined dederal guidelines. The GHSP
continues to identify, analyze, recommend and implemeniutests for highway safety problems on a
statewide basis.



2005 Through 2008 County Rankings

This ranking of counties is based on several factors including rdpoeshes, crash severity, and crash rates based on
population, registered vehicles and estimated vehicle miles traveled

County 200t 200€ 2007 [200¢ | |Countv 200¢ 200€ [2007 [200¢
Alamanct 58 59 61 72 Johnsto 31 22 26 32
Alexande 56 47 41 64 Jone 65 39 53 34
Alleghany 78 55 46 31 Lee 17 15 11 6
Ansor 21 26 9 7 Lenoir 12 12 13 11
IAshe 38 86 81 71 Lincoln 49 33 16 27
Avery 95 93 94 98 Macor 77 88 70 68
Beaufor 9 14 19 38 Madisor 82 84 89 90
Bertie 11 10 7 8 Martin 27 43 84 67
Blader 8 4 4 3 McDowell 93 97 92 85
Brunswick 45 27 28 27 Mecklenburt 47 46 45 48
Buncomb: 61 52 49 58 Mitchell 86 71 64 47
Burke 38 51 40 33 Montgomer 87 75 72 50
Cabarru 71 76 75 76 Moore 42 40 55 61
Caldwel 54 37 39 44 Nast 18 13 23 17
Camdel 97 99 98 94 New Hanove 25 25 29 23
Cartere 57 35 54 66 Northamptol 15 17 20 36
Caswel 75 80 48 54 Onslow 35 24 21 15
Catawla 58 57 50 43 Orangt 92 90 93 91
Chathan 36 66 66 73 Pamlicc 84 77 85 89
Cheroke 46 69 77 69 Pasquotan 83 70 73 77
Chowar 73 98 10C [10C | Pende 49 65 59 62
Clay 33 29 71 80 Perquiman 63 42 78 97
Clevelant 69 38 30 30 Persol 53 81 60 62
Columbu: 3 2 3 2 Pitt 28 41 34 22
Craver 85 87 96 95 Polk 99 10C 97 74
Cumberlan 22 19 24 21 Randolpl 72 63 65 57
Currituck 78 72 52 51 Richmon( 13 21 26 12
Dare 60 78 86 96 Robeso 1 1 1 1
Davidsor 70 44 37 41 Rockinghan 47 45 42 25
Davie 91 92 90 78 Rowar 76 67 42 40
Duplin 19 33 31 45 Rutherfor( 44 28 22 37
Durhan 41 50 61 59 Sampso 6 8 12 14
Edgecomb 30 23 25 24 Scotlant 16 7 10 10
Forsytt 74 79 79 79 Stanly 64 63 80 70
Franklin 23 18 15 19 Stoke: 55 62 63 53
Gastot 49 53 38 39 Surry 43 61 56 65
Gales 7 11 8 42 Swair 67 56 67 86
Grahan 2 3 2 5 Transylvani 80 85 91 92
Granville 89 81 74 81 Tyrrell 34 74 47 60
Green: 26 30 56 35 Union 65 68 58 55
Guilford 39 48 50 46 Vance 67 73 76 82
Halifax 20 20 18 13 Wake 81 83 82 83
Harnet 13 16 17 16 Warren 32 32 33 49
Haywooc 94 39 83 87 Washingtol 90 96 38 99
Henderso 36 54 67 84 Wataugi 24 49 42 52
Hertforc 3 5 5 4 Wayne 29 36 35 29
Hoke 5 6 6 9 Wilkes 61 60 36 18
Hyde 10C 91 95 38 Wilson 10 9 14 26
Iredell 40 58 69 56 Yadkin 96 95 87 75
Jackson 52 30 31 20 Yancey 98 94 99 93
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2008 Ranking of Cities with Populations of 10,000 or More Based on All Reported Crashes from January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2008

% Alcohol % Alcohol Non-Fatal .
Non-Fatal ) Ranking
Total |Related Fatal Injury CrasheRanking Total |Related Fatal (Injury
City Crashes [Crashes Crashes2005 2006 200008 | City Crashes [Crashes CrashegCrashes 20052006 20072005
ALBEMARLE 1,791 3.46% 3 454 42 | 42 56| 52 KERNERSVILLE 2,591 4.98% 7 693 24130 P9
APEX 2,341 2.48% 5 530 62 | 60 57| 56 KINGS MOUNTAIN| 1,331 2.93% 5 217 47 |56 55
IASHEBORC 3,194 3.41% 3 838 18 | 22 40/ 40 KINSTON 1,682 4.88% 8 874 3126 28
ASHEVILLE 9,337 4.91% 25 3453 3 3] 1 4 LAURINBURG 596 6.54% 6 310 56 [58 91
BOONE 3,76¢ 3.21% 2 397 55 53 49 48 LELAND 703 5.26% 3 158 65
BURLINGTON 5,769 4.07% 6 1904 11| 12 18§ 24 LENOIR 2,469 6.32% 11 783 27| 16 [16
CARRBORO 514 12.26% 1 191 69| 68 69 73 LEWISVILLE 544 6.25% 2 167 64 | 65 68
CARY 12,164 2.98% 9 2183 40| 40 42 43 LEXINGTON 2,512 5.06% 10 887 17111 P
CHAPEL HILL 3,743 4.62% 10 870 50| 50 50 48 LINCOLNTON 1,353 5.76% 4 394 33134 30
CHARLOTTE 96,676 3.30% 221 24354 2 4 2 2 LUMBERTON 5,668 2.59% 24 1294 7|17 7
CLAYTON 1,95¢ 3.47% 5 364 56 54 43 41 MATTHEWS 3,95¢ 2.60% 5 87C 35 35 |36 38
CLEMMONS 1,545 4.34% 3 368 53| 52 53 57 MINT HILL 1,142 6.57% 4 277 46 |48 61
CONCORD 7,875 3.81% 18 2188 13| 18 21 22 MONROE 4,719 4.32% 9 1388 12 9 |15
CORNELIUS 1,207 5.80% 4 234 67| 70 71 70 MOORESVILLE 3,500 5.03% 5 971 25| 27 |33
DUNN 1,165 2.66% 3 384 44 MORGANTON 2,359 3.39% 7 588 r1 |23 31
DURHAM 30,740 2.91% 39 5902 9 12 19 21 MORRISVILLE 1,361 1.84% 2 242 65 | 66 64
EDEN 1,260 8.10% 11 424 43| 43 38 34 MOUNT HOLLY 862 4.64% 3 203 --- 59
ELIZABETH CITY 1,697 3.48% 5 504 58 | 55 47| 46 NEW BERN 2,570 3.11% 3 665 52 | 45 48
FAYETTEVILLE 23,378 3.29% 76 6146 4 1] 5 3 NEWTON 1,107 4.43% 2 309 48| 57| 59 60
FORT BRAGG 87 1.15% 0 16 -- 71 72| 75 PINEHURST 657 3.20% 2 193 63| 67 B3
FUQUAY-VARINA  P,030 2.27% 2 289 59 | 61 58| 59 RALEIGH 57,771 3.17% 86 10447 16 | 14 13
GARNER 2,752 2.94% 7 793 38 46 35 35 REIDSVILLE 1,24¢ 5.04% 6 35¢ 50 44 52 45
GASTONIA 7,838 4.04% 23 3375 5 51 4 6 ROANOKE RAPIDS 1,690 3.91% 8 518 45| 48 B2
GOLDSBORO 3,868 3.26% 8 1161 29| 29 26 27 ROCKY MOUNT 8,182 3.34% 21 1875 22| 21 |12
GRAHAM 1,433 4.68% 3 393 49 | 37 44| 53 SALISBURY 5,215 3.18% 14 1075 28|25 17
GREENSBORO 23,789 | 4.40% 69 8207 6 8§ 8 8 SANFORD 3,463 3.96% 14 858 14 20|23
GREENVILLE 9,546 3.04% 21 2213 19| 24 25 19 SHELBY 2,858 3.78% 16 878 23] 15 9
HAVELOCK 1,347 3.64% 1 236 68 | 69 70| 74 SMITHFIELD 2,525 3.25% 5 491 41 |38 27
HENDERSON 1,118 4.20% 3 303 54| 51 53 62 SOUTHERN PINE$ 1,248 4.18% 4 423 32 32| 46
HENDERSONVILLE |3,079 3.44% 5 725 30| 28 2223 STALLINGS 1,044 5.17% 1 261 -=r- 671
HICKORY 10,801 2.58% 21 2134 10| 6| 6 5 STATESVILLE 2,678 4.74% 10 1065 8 [10 11
HIGH POINT 7,423 5.17% 27 2784 14| 1y 20 17 TARBORO 431 5.34% 1 191 66| 64 |67
HOLLY SPRINGS 942 3.61% 4 170 70| 68 63 72 THOMASVILLE 2,428 3.62% 12 632 36|38 40
HOPE MILLS 1,276 3.53% 2 277 61| 62 66 64 WAKE FOREST 1,672 3.41% 2 402 60| 59 |62
HUNTERSVILLE 3,290 3.98% 9 772 34| 33 34 46 WILMINGTON 12,100 5.38% 39 4278 1 12 2
INDIAN TRAIL 2,065 3.58% 6 536 44 | 46| 45| 51 WILSON 5,960 3.24% 13 1403 26 |31 24
JACKSONVILLE 6,754 3.79% 19 1585 36| 36 39 33 WINSTON-SALEM 20,990 4.03% 55 5721 20| 19 |14
KANNAPOLIS 3,659 4.07% 12 957 36| 41 36 32

This ranking of cities is based on several factors includingtegborashes, crash severity, and crash rates based on pop#&latiartomplete listing of factors and data, contact Brian My with the Traffic Safety Systems

Management Unit in the Department of Transportation
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2008 Ranking of Cities Less Than 10,000 Population

% Alcohol Non-Fatal % Alcohol Non-Fatal
Total Relatec Fatal Injury Ranking Total Relatec Fatal Injury Ranking

Citv Crashel Crashes |Crash| Crashes [200]20(]20(] 20C Citv Crashes] Crashes |Crash| Crashes [20(]200]20(|20C
BFRDFEN 1102 1.63% 2 247 8 1131]1Q 13 BOONVII I E 23 8 70% Q 2 A37[AR%145€1417
HOSKIE 384 3 5% 2 11C 1915124 36 BOSTIC 21 9 52Y% Q 7 21€|123%|237127€
| AMANCFE 29 13 79% 0] 11 2521241|22¢€( 211 BRFVARD 65EF 5.04% Q0 19¢€ 431 42 | 70 | 68
LLIANCE 72 1.39% Q 25 134125165 16Z BRIDGETON 43 2.33% 1 14 3219347 | K9
NDREWS 79 5.06% Q 12 75 |2851334[31=- BROADWAY 32 6.25% Q 4 43F14621421(32¢F
NGIFR 36(C 6 11% 1 74 1551141 99 | 10F BROOKEQRTI 25 0.00% Q0 16 291|28F120£1182
NSONVIL I E 25 4. 00% Q 7 361131¢€(28(C| 32C BRUNSWICK 17 5.88% Q 4 31€133C131€1404
RAPAHOF 18 5 56% 1 4 36E[146118(C1171 BRYSON CITY 36¢ 2 71% Q0 52 56 1102{11€&{111
RCHDAI E 91F 4 59% 3 227 21124130 23 BUNN 36 2 78% Q0 10 152[15€|18F| 235
RILINGTON 1 0.00% 1 Q -- 13021297297 BURGAW 65 4 62% Q 13 183[175120€1307
SKEWVII | E 5 20 .00% 0] 0] A67145€1451] 447 BUTNER 23F 2 98Y% 1 38 21€115€1204120~=
TKINSON 14 0.00% Q Q 40214081 39¢| 432 CAIL ABASH 16E 4.24% 1 23 26€[2351134]111¢
TI ANTIC 67 5. 97% 0] 9 - | -- [34C|21€ CAlYPSC 10 10.00% 1 5 244\29(1364119=
TILANTIC 204 9.8Q% 1 37 26112371121 91 CAMERQN 24 0.00% Q a5 292[28€[129¢€| 29¢
ULANDER 12 25.00% Q 4 371135€£140%| 38¢€ CANDOR 4 0.00% Q 2 351[3951365]|368
URQORA 12 0.00% 1 3 405122412141 221 CANTON 501 4 59% 1 96 691 89| 78 [ BG
UTRYVIL I F 10 10.00% 0] 4 12€| 99 120C] 25C CAPE 64 313% 1 18 201123€1147112¢
YDEN 49 4 08% Q 15 28C|29¢£133F| 33C CAROQI INA 394 10.41% Q 70 15E5[15C[116¢€[17C
BADIN 3 0.00% 0] 1 410144714501 447 CARQI INA 33 6 06% Q0 10 3271382131€1311
BAIl FY 67 2.99% Q 11 3311304[264| 254 CARTHAGE 272 1.47% 1 63 66 [121({14¢| 7Q
BAKFRSVII | E 32 6 25% 0] 6 24F (25713241 29C CASAR 22 13 64% Q0 i 27C€|29F|25¢€1331
BAL D HEAD 2 0.00% Q 1 437146514571 421 CASTALIA 8 25.00% Q 2 27€1310139(1414
BANNFR FI K 38 2 63% 0] 4 29714141454 371 CATAWRA 48 A4 17% Q0 14 20£122C1267124C
BATH a5 0.00% Q 2 36<1387138(C140C CEDAR PQIN1 50 8.0Q% Q 15 2242522221244
BAYRORQO 71 4 23% 0] 19 185120211651 191 CENTFERVII I E 6 0.00% Q0 3 33(132¢€1401129=
BEAUEFQRT 551 5.44Y% 1 11z 9919662 K7 CERRQO GORIDX( 11 9.09% Q 6 24¢C1314(1262|28%
BEECH 35 2 86U 0] 6 2463111345284 CHADBQURN 23= 3 86U Q0 65 87190 (11C{11€
BEI HAVEN 39 5.13% Q 9 26(132(C|34€| 34¢€ CHERRYVILIE 43¢ 2 715% 1 93 17211721185110¢€
BELMQONT 2 .02¢ 3.35% a5 30¢ 301311161 16 CHIMNEY ROCK 7 0.00% Q 3 1371264432 27F
BEIVIIFE 42 7 14% 0] 5 19212313621 371 CHINA GROVE A4R°= 4 64% 2 87 127/ 81 | 63 | 6A
BEL\WOQOD 44 11.36% 0] 20 22&119¢€123(( 214 CHOCOWINITY 74 1.35% Q0 20 14€{141|15%|1582
BENSONMN 33¢ 4. 73% 1 71 67134178 93 CILAREMONT 15€ 5.13% Q 39 17C117C1152113=
BEFRMUDA RUN 73 8 22Y% 0] 11 35F[31&1301[30¢ Cl ARKTON 63 1.59% 1 32 70147 [ 51 | 48
BESSEMER CITY 17¢ 6.7Q% Q 54 2121191[174] 201 CILEVEL AND 86 6.98% Q 31 835954 |13¢
BETHANIA 20 20 (0% 0] 5 2072[232|2K5C| 33F CILINTON 1.051 2 95Y% i 30¢€ 7 2 3 7
BETHEL 1 0.00% Q 1 46%|44C|44F| 42¢€ CLYDE 12 0.00% Q 4 38€143214151402
BEUIAVIIE 147 4 23% 0] 22 10€116C1175118¢ COATS 93 5 38% Q0 24 32C|3K7|2G6C|22¢
BlIl TMORE 18 11.11% Q 6 34C|37F1394| 367 CQEIFL D 11 9.09% Q 5 164165167 32¢
BISCOFE 10C 4 00% 0] 13 1811194|25C| 26¢ COIl FRAIN 10 0.00% Q0 3 335|29€12711271
BLACK CREEK 1 0.00% Q Q 42714271431| 45¢ COILUMBIA 65 6.15% Q 12 154[13€[15€|22¢
Rl ACK 24¢ Q9 24Y% 2 aQ 125111¢€11171 107 COl UMBUS 69 1.45% Q0 18 34(C136C€|321|23F
BLADENBORQ 23 4 35% 1 6 31€129512151 237 CcCOoMQ 9 0.00% Q 3 17€1184(27%126C
Bl OWING ROCK 26¢< 2 .97% Q 4Q 14€[155(17C|12¢F CONETQOE 10 10.0Q% Q 4 34514221361 35KF
BOARDMAN 18 5 56% 0] 5 23€[225143(119¢ CONNFI 1Y R4 12 96% 1 25 21111771247114F
BOGUE 11 0.00% 0] 3 18€118€119€1401 CONQVFEE 2 03¢ 4 42% 3 41C 23127115 [ 11
BOIl ING SPRING| 14C 6.43% Q 39 195(17€(211[24¢- CONWAY 11 0.00% Q 4 39€1400]141C|38F
BOIl ING 227 1.80% 1 33 441126€1221118F COQI FEMFEE 158 6 67U 0] 4 3671437142(1397
BOLIVIA 32 6.25% Q 8 28612621254 21C CQVE CITY 13 0.00% Q 3 29F|32F141E5|38¢
BOLTON 25 12.00% 0 8 232|342|32%| 282 CRAMERTON 17E 8.57% 4 52 23C|19Z| 8C | 46
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% Alcohol Non-Fatal % Alcohol Non-Fatal
Total Relatec Fatal Injury Ranking Totall Relatec Fatal Injury Ranking

Citv Crashey Crashes |[Crash| Crashes [20€]200]20C|20C Citv Crashed Crashes [Crash| Crashes [200{20(]|20(]|20C
CREEDMOOF 26§ 2 A1% o) 54 18F[134[107] 15F EQXEIRE 14 0 00% o) 3 A417]424]315]32¢F
CRESWEL | 3 0.00% Q 1 25713521324| 43¢ EFRANKI IN Yot 5.1Q% Q 14C 608087180
CROSSNQORI 9 0.00% 1 Q 3021334[43¢€| 252 ERANKI INTON 98 11.22% 2 21 20€[12¢€(12C|124
CUl | OWHFE 34 8 82U 1 11 458133713141 24¢ ERANKI INVII | 48 14 58% Q0 13 27(013211307129¢
DALI AS 53¢ 111% 0] 131 K8 |56 (64| 86 EREMONT 40 2 50% Q0 7 337/34C|3K(|3K7
DANBURY 25 8.0Q% Q 6 23C|22¢C|1851147 GARI AND 30 3.33% Q 13 31€/38C1312|261
DAVIDSON 34¢ 2 59Y% 0] 85 2721284122(1187 GARYSRURC 43 4 65Y% Q0 16 217|22€|251121¢
DENTON 91 2.2Q% Q 28 1441147144 16~F GASTON 44 6.82% Q 21 124|123 (265|208
DIl | SRBORQ 2 0.00% 0] 0] -- |ABA[ARE| AK€ GATESVIIIE 17 0.00% Q0 6 23F|297|24€1224
DOBBINS 19 15.79% Q 8 365134C|36¢| 32¢€ GIBSON 16 12.5Q% Q 4 300133€1407|38=
DOBSON 28(C 2 14% 0] 38 21E[137113€[12¢ GIBSONVI I E 17C 6. 47% Q0 45 2621207121C120€
DORTCEES 10C 3.0Q% 1 33 117/ 65 [ 57 | 28 GIEN AL PINE 43 0.00% Q 14 15C(127112411232
DOVER 8 12 50% 0] 1 AAF | A44€\447] 447 GODWIN 10 0.00% Q0 7 27F|28€123721207
DREXFEL 15 13.33% Q 3 431144C143¢|43C GOI DSTON 7 0.00% Q 3 38€140€141€]|36¢
DUBI IN 41 4 88% Q 16 275113511271106 GRANITE 25C 3.6Q% Q 67 181(21€[2151181
DUCK 50 6 00% 0] 7 141121E120€| 28C GRANITE 23 0.00% Q0 7 29€130F129( 1374
EARL 7 14.29% Q 2 245126513271 392 GRANTSBORC(C 858 8.24% Q 29 144(200114%1112
EAST ARCADIA 30 3. 33% 0] 17 2371267241187 GRFEEN | FV/FI 29 10.34% Q0 18 247124€1317130F
EAST BENC 36 8.33% 1 a5 325136213721 18F GRIETON 16 6.25% Q 6 2641261/3051381
EAST 9 0.00% 0] i 2841391294 28¢ GRIMESI AND 36 2 78% Q0 12 2351211119C|21=
EAST SPENCEFE]| 78 1.28% Q 28 22C1182[15€]118C GRQVEFE 36 16.67% 1 10 115(11211011132
EASTOVEE 16 0.00% 0] 6 me- 38¢€ HAILIEAX 33 3. 03% Q0 11 23€122712721167
EDENTON 15¢€ 5 06Y% 0] 47 92 |13F(191| 22E HAMII TON 11 9 09U Q0 2 38F|371138F 1427
ELIZABETHTO 257 3.11% 1 76 89 |12C{ K9 | 92 HAMI ET 45¢ 4 15% 3 141 17151126 [ 29
Fl K PARK 17 5 88Y% 0] 6 3K5C[29C|28F| 327 HARKFERS Q0 0.00% Q0 0] -- 44§ A3F [ 46C
ELKIN 434 1.38% Q 95 46 | 72 11251117 HARMONY 35 2 .86% Q 10 88 | 98 [33£|26¢€
Fl 1 ENBORC 41 7.32% 2 16 2141 75 | 91 81 HARRFII S 38 5 26Y% Q0 18 63 [153{205[{12C
Fl 1 FRBFE 84 9 52% 1 31 1621154116 54 HARRELISVIL | 6 0.00% Q 3 394[13941341|29=
EFlM CITY 23 8 70% 0] 8 31213321354 34¢ HARRISRURC 657 3 35Y% 4 11¢€ 11€(10C1 71 |1 34
ELON COl I EGE 30¢ 6.15% 2 66 15€[162] 98 [13C HAW RIVER 20k 3.41% 1 54 195/18E| 66 | 60
EMERAID ISIE 451 6 65U 0] 65 81164561122 HAYESVIIIE 36 2 78% Q0 14 357/130C|23F|19¢
ENFIFL D 14¢€ 8.22% Q 83 12C1105[12¢€[{137 HEMBY BRIDGE 13¢ 4 32% Q 46 165[124[122113%=
EFERWIN 194 3 61% 1 87 1311 891 95| 98 HERTEQORI 10 0.00% Q0 2 26¢€|27¢140¢€|44C
FUREKA 8 0.00% Q 1 375139€144¢€|1 434 HIGH SHOAIL £ 19 21.05% 1 12 384[181[154|1K¢
EVERETTS 3 0.00% 0] 1 400139(137¢€]41¢ HIGHI ANDS Q0 0.00% Q0 0] 314139¢€1447146C
FAIR Bl UFE 20 10.0Q% Q 8 401142€141¢| 33¢€ HIl DEBRAN 15Z 2. 61% Q 55 35141 (115]11F
EAIRMONT 19¢ 4 04% Q 35 483132212271 21¢€ HIl | SBOROUG 257 4. 28% 1 "8 31146 (11€1177
EFAIRVIFW 177 6 78% 3 66 90| 76 [ 82 | 87 HOBGOQC i 25 00% Q0 2 40£[421|38¢€|39¢C
EAISON 63 4 76Y% 0] 18 354[247|23¢€[ 197 HOFEMAN 32 3.13% 1 11 16C(10&113€|13¢€
EAITH 10 10.0Q% 1 4 321133E[197| 22¢€ HOI DEN 3 0.00% Q Q 4RC|4QE|4R% (457
EAIL CON 22 9 09U 0] 9 33€[3611321( 241 HOI 1Y RIDGE 89 7. 87% 1 9 1857{142114€|14%
EALKI AND 8 0.00% Q 3 172128€(27¢£1314 HOOKERTONM 8 12.5Q% Q 3 395138€£14021394
EALl STON [oYa) 0.00% 0] 13 64 | 70 [107| 23 HOT SPRING! 18 11 11% Q0 5 311134F130€1307
EARMVIL I E 34t 4 35% Q Ké 11€[16€[17€[197 HUDSCN 33¢ 2 66% Q 11€ 3416368 |74
El AT ROCK 17 11 .76% 0] 6 A45714541412| 384 ICARD 9 0.00% 0] 3 A3C[ARF|427142C
El FETCHFEF 39t 2 53% Q 59 163[13€[14F[17€ INDIAN BEACH 9 0.00% Q 1 27&13851344|377
EOREST CITY 1.00¢ 2.89% 2 30z 51 7120 1Q IVANHOE Q 0.00% Q Q -- |46€1460Q[46C
EQUNTAIN 7 14 29% 0] 1 33EF[425140€8144F JACKSON 18 0.00% Q0 3 437140%13971411
FOUR OAKS 20 5.00% 0 4 241|25C|23€| 41C JAMESTOWN 311 4.18% 0 66 53|69 |97 151
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% Alcohol Non-Fatal % Alcohol Non-Fatal
Total Relatec Fatal Injury Ranking Total Relatec Fatal Injury Ranking

Citv Crashel  Crashes |Crash| Crashes [200]20(]20(] 20C Citv Crashel Crashes [Crash| Crashes [200{20(]|20(]|20C
1AMESVILLE 29 0. 00% o) ] ANF|35F[32(] 287 MAYQDAN 1 0. 00% o) o) A1E|A51]4R=]45KC
JFEFEFERSQI 27C 2 96% 1 38 355123C1162| 84 MAYSVILI E 21 4 76% Q 6 341/3451347|35K¢
JONESVII I E 27¢€ 3 99Y% 0] 37 114112€1134] 16¢€ MCADENVI I E 83 2 41% 1 24 26EF120C| 86 | 64
KELEORD 4 0.00% Q 4 222130812811 342 MCEARI AN a5 0.00% Q 2 3941347/38¢|3172
KENANSVII I F 34 0.00% 0] 8 28(C (2821281 34F MCI EFANSVI I E 7 14 29% Q0 3 42(014441441140F
KENLY 222 3.6Q% 1 21 324|25&[15¢€| 15= MEBANE 862 2.09% 1 18= 7117916176
KLl DEVI 77¢ 7.19% 2 167 24132119 27 MESIC 6 33 33U% 1 2 397|37513371221
KING 59C 2.88% 1 144 BB | 83 (11| 758 MICRQ 20 0.00% Q 3 39¢€[335133(C|31¢€
KINGSTOWN 7 14 29% 0] 2 A48 44| A5F | A3C MIDDI FRURG 5 0.00% Q0 1 A42€141€14171427
KITTRELL 5 0.00% Q 2 19€[384(37%| 362 MIDDI ESEX 4 0.00% Q 2 40€1417146414172
KITTY HAWK 524 A4 77% 3 11¢ 281141 7 5 MIDI AND 19¢€ 10 71% Q0 73 BQ 18377 [10¢f
KNIGHTDAILE 74C 5.0Q% 3 14t 62 | B5 [10F[ 858 MILLS RIVER 34t 6.67% 2 104 16€| 87 | 50 | 46
KURE BEACH 37 13 51% 0] 10 337[302|3KF[ 344 MII TON 2 0.00% Q0 2 4041404134C€|34¢
LA GRANGE 54 3.7Q% Q 16 307132€1311131C MINEFRAI 94 9 857% Q 17 18€[19€(244|1267
| AKF | URF 10¢ 8 26U 1 32 13711711 69 | 40 MINNESOTT 3 0.00% Q0 0] A46C1A46714621451
L AKE PARK 10 10.0Q% Q 1 42F143C1437|44¢ MISENHFIMER 2 50.00% Q 2 428143€139¢€(40€
| AKF 3 0.00% 0] 1 30€1402144%1 441 MOCKSVII I E 37¢€ 4 [52% 1 101 8516218583
LANDIS 20z 2 96% 2 50 1211 741 88| 94 MOMEYER 6 0.C0% Q 1 4471441143€143¢€
L ANSING 14 0.00% Q 2 28F|27F1194| 25F MONTREAT 3 0.00% Q Q 4241447|44€ | ARF
| ATTIMORE 5 0.00% 0] 0] 36F[3RC|36€F [ 44¢C MOORESBQORC( 37 B.41% Q0 16 105 9Q |112]11=
L AURFI PARK 5 20.00% Q 4 40214071414 39¢ MORFEFHEAD CITY | 1672 4.19% Q 41= 2 1101131258
| AWNDAI F 31 3.23Y% 0] 6 36€[374|35%] 341 MORVEN 26 3 85Y% Q0 i 381139¢|38¢ | 3R=
| FEGGFETT 11 0.00% 0] 3 2RC[24%127¢C| 267 MQOUNT AIRY 1.07¢ B 77% 3 40€ 3 8 14| 8
| FEWISTON 21 9 52% Q 12 13€[17€(187| 257 MQUNT Gl EAD 13 7.69% Q 5 31E[327135€|387
| IRERTY 86 4 65Y% 0] 24 2912921295277 MQOUNT Ol IVE 287 2 48% 2 79 14C{ 86 1107| 65
LILESVIIE 34 2.94% Q 17 94 |21C{21€[17Z MQUNT 95 3.16% Q 24 11€[152(2021227
LI INGTON 63€ 2 36Y% 0] 12¢€ 1115139 72 MURERFESBOR( Q92 3 26% Q0 26 24012211247 25K¢
| INDEN 11 0.0(% Q 4 28712812451 27¢C MURPHY 331 2.42% 1 81 R1[67(160121
LITTI ETON 1 0.00% Q 1 39C140€£1404| 424 NAGS HEALC 27C 11.48% 2 71 101251401 37
| OCUST 212 1.89% 0] 48 22¢€121¢1184[16(C NASHVII I E 147 4 08¥% Q0 38 37C126€12341214
LONG VIEW 271 4 69% 1 69 84 | 78 (107127 NAV ASSA 41 9. 76% Q 19 345 |35C| 285|264
| QUISBURC 61€ 2 92Y% 1 12C 57133143 41 NEW | ONDON 86 5 81% 1 23 47 140137 1 80
L OWELL 32C 5.63% Q 98 18137135 9Q NEWI AND 12¢ 0.00% Q 12 135[162[19€(20¢€
| UCAMA 22 4 55% 1 7 20€[15¢€117¢€{184 NEFWPQOR1 244 6 97% 2 73 19C{137]| 44 | 61
LUMBER BRIDGE| 87 4. 60% 1 25 77 114F| 55 | 43 NEWTON GROVE 35 5.71% Q 7 297127€1291|31¢
MACCI ESFIFI D 12 8 33Y% 0] 4 4071437|39¢| 357 NORI INA 1 0.00% Q0 1 -- |43 1A42€[42¢
MACON 1 0.00% 0] 0] 3873921391 45K= NORMAN 19 10 53% Q0 9 307113€11411127
MADISON 46¢ 1.92% 1 11C 6112317 17 NORTH TOPSAIL 68 8.82% Q 11 27(120111921202
MAGGIE VALILEY 24 8.33% Q 11 193[251(251{304 NORTH R5€ 3.78% 1 21¢ 16| 6 8 |15
MAGNOQOI 1A 22 0.00% 0] 7 374140€1371[ 35C NORTHWEST 11 0.00% Q0 4 35£14111411138C
MAIDEN 212 4 25% 0] 52 86 1142(104]1141 NORWOOLC 12¢€ 8 73% 1 22 2471242119%1194
MANTEQ 17E 4. 00% Q 26 13Z[175[165[ 167 OAK CITY 13 15.38% Q 1 34513771364142¢
MARIFTTA 3 0.00% 0] 1 A5€141€|42%F|A1€ OAK ISI AND 354 12 43% 2 87 12€(1151135110C
MARION 15 13.33% Q 5 98 |167[35€[ 39¢ OAK RIDGE 33C 4. 24% 1 101 48 | 54 | 64 | 68
MARS HIl | 88 341% 0] 9 30F(312130F{ 301 OAKRORQ 41 2 44% 0] 10 3471351133(1317
MARSHALL 3 0.00% Q 2 45(1434140€1 415 QOCFEAN ISIE a5 40.00% 1 2 2211281(22¢|24¢
MARSHVILI E 17€ 7.39% Q 42 6818576174 Ol D FORT 70 2 86% Q 25 2271187116€1177
MARVIN 107 10 28% 0] 29 17€121£13021 251 ORIENTAI 14 7. 14% Q0 2 A2E1A3F|A25| A3
MAXTON 104 3.85% 2 44 191{131|131| 8% ORRUM 10 0.00% 0 2 434|45(C|36¢<|30¢




% Alcohol Non-Fatal % Alcohol Non-Fatal
Total Relatec | Fatal| Injury Ranking Total Relatec | Fatal Injury Ranking

Citv Crashed Crashes [Crash| Crashes [200]1200120({20C Citv Crashel Crashes [Crash| Crashes [200]{2001200[20C
OXEORC 162 R 64U 1 ]3 791 88 11721164 ROXRORC 142¢ 2 30% 2 242 R0 [ RA | A8 | R2
PANTEGC 7 0.00% Q 3 3271324[128€| 34C ROXOBEL 10 20.00% Q 3 315138513771361
PARKTON 26 7 69Y% 0] 10 4211361316 27C RURAI HAI 24C 5 83% 2 65 261 26 [ 22 | 35
PARMEI F 6 0.00% Q 3 43(137¢1400] 364 RUTH 9 0.00% Q 2 21&124C130¢140¢
PATTERSON 28 3 57% 0] 11 204[22&1261( 267 RUTHFREORD 58 3 45Y% Q0 17 19€(16C€|18C| 20¢
PEACHI AND 31 9.68% 1 11 1051101/ 83 (114 RUTHERFORDT(C | 251 3.98% Q 71 78 [14€[157|15€
PEI ETIEE 10 0 0N 0 2} 2AC[201[2R£] 25¢ SAINT 1AMES 51 Q 8N 0 20 27E[22%[2R(C[24F
PEMBROKE 481 3.95% 2 13€ 2911927 14 SAINT PAULS 18 11.11% 0 5 38(|372136C]402
PIKEVII I E 32 6 25% 0] 13 285[27€|33€ | 2K= SAl EMBURG 20 5.00% Q0 8 34€|24C12281247
Pll OT 26 0.00% 0] 3 13C116E|27F1 40¢ SAl UDA 7 0.00% Q0 1 412[397|42€|444
PINF KNOI | 61 8.20% 0 7 297[38(|374|34= SANDY CRFFK 3 0.00% 0 2 -- |260[23%|387
PINEBI UFE 89 7.87% 1 28 112/ 5881 97 SANDYFIFI D 21 9 52% Q 6 35€134€(29€|30=
PINETOP¢ 50 6 00% o) 10 A2¢lARCla4g] 31¢ SARATOGA 10 0 00% o) 2 411142cl44cl41F
PINEVII | E 2.002 3.4Q% 3 417 131121 9 5 SCOTI AND NECK|[ 83 8.43% Q 27 197(19¢€(211[20C
PINK HII | 17 0.00% 0 3 334[367|387| 39F SFAROQARL 11 18.18% 0 4 34€|331|32¢€|37=
PITTSBORC(C 44 2.47% Q 50 17C1204(177[13€ SEAGRQVE 20 5.0Q% Q 4 234|234[{26€|321
Pl EASANT 187 3 74Y% 1 G2 97 [151[151/154 SEDAILIA 43 2 33Y% o) 14 147114¢|15C|23¢
PLYMOUTH 13:= 7.52% 2 62 1221 95 [10&5[107 SEILMA 682 4.25% 1 17¢ 25139148 | 52
POl KTON 154 4 55% 2 38 909 118€{132111C SEVEN DEVII & 19 5 26Y% Q0 4 451445\ 36€|28F
POIKVII I E 33 3. 03% 0] 8 18€1222130(C] 29¢F SEVEN | AKES 6 0.00% Q0 0] 37(C136C|35714K7
POl I OCKSVILL 10 10.0Q% Q 4 29013012831 337 SEVEN SPRING 8 25.00% Q 2 3501344284327
POWFIISVIIFE 11 9.09% 0 5 1741197|27C| 297 SFVERN 6 16.67% 0 3 43%|461|387| 352
PRINCETON 4 0 00% o) o) A27141€142¢8] 454 SHALLQTTE 23C 5 44Y% 2 13€ w112 [ 13
PRINCEVII | F 32 15.63% Q 13 25€127713351 291 SHANNQON 28 7.14% 1 10 231119C{ 72 | 73
RAFFORLC 297 4 71% 1 73 111112 90 [ 101 SHARPSRLUIR( 73 13.70% 0 11 200]|244|357|30F
RAMSEUE 111 5.41% Q 4Q 21C1165(1611147 SILER CITY 89C 4 83% 4 147 431 38| 38|39
RANDI| EFMAN R3F 4 A0% o) 101 A5 |36 [ 84| 95 SIMPSQOM 12 0 00% o) 5 2821401/351/347
RAYNHAM 1 0.00% 0 1 351|39E|395| 37¢ SIMS 11 27.27% 0 4 132[11€[12€|274
RED CRQOS! 89 3 37% 0] 36 101112211241 12C SNOW HII | 75 4 00% Q0 22 2RE|28F124(C119F
RED QAK 10¢ 3. 70% 0] 33 301[{315|277[22= SOUTHERN 84 5 95% 1 21 32C120€121¢€119C
RED SPRINGS 20¢F 2.94% 1 aqQ 11C| 50| 32 | 458 SOUTHPOR" 70 4 29% 0 11 175(17%]1201|33¢
RENNERT 27 18.52% 2 16 20€| 70| 52 | K7 SPARTA 11¢€ 4. 24% Q 30 25Z[205[175118¢
RHODHISS 32 6 25% 0] 11 14Z[187{24C| 23¢F SPFEFET 4 0 00% 0] 1 274138C|37£137(C
RICH SOUARE 33 3.03% Q 5 1771194(345| 35¢ SPENCEFEF 267 4. 49% Q 59 281[25€[195|16¢
RICHFIFI D 67 2 99¥% 0 22 107|12%|137| 14¢€ SPENCFFR ol 12 50% 0 4 377|365 29F | 21F€
RICHI ANDS 27F 1.45% Q 37 8019274 [12¢ SPINDAILE 16€ 71.23% 2 79 15€1104| 67 | 55
RIVVER BENC 13 23 08% 0] [&] 20C131¢|31( [ 331 SPRING HOPE 59 10 17% 0] 20 2941294|222124F
ROBBINS 17 5.88% 0 3 391|41E|46C| 41€ SPRING | AKE 147¢ 5.08¥% 2 282 33(28(18 |24
ROBRBINSVII | F 10C 7.00% 0] 31 10193192 | 964 SPRUCE PINI 151 7 95% 1 47 06 112711471 88
ROBFRSONVII | 22 0.00% 0] 10 385[38F|37F [ 33= STALEY 16 0.00% Q0 i 265|230 29¢1354
ROCKINGHAM 777 4 50% 6 322 15117112 4 STANEIFI D 33 3.03% Q 5 372|37€1405|37F
ROCKWEFI | 15C 6.00% 0 27 91 1107({207| 231 STANI FY 241 4 56Y% 0 69 444(31F|217]|14C
ROIESVIIE 21% 4 23Y% o) A5 24¢|245[171]15C STANTONSRUIRC 7 0 00% 1 2 AAE|253[2R=[ 25F
RONDA 38 2 63% Q 15 26E|2751224| 15€ STAR 2 0.00% Q 1 41€142€14341437
ROPEF 14 14.29% 0 9 19€[193|257| 29€ STEDMAN 64 0.00% 0 21 54 [13(C[{13€|144
ROSE HIl | 10z 2 91% 0] 32 107111C11821 157 STEM 23 0.00% Q0 i 367|3K8€13121327
ROSFRORC( 29 10.34% 0] 7 3471317384 35¢ STOKESDAIF 29F 5 76% 2 10€ 37143127121
ROSMAN 13 0.00% 0 2 386384424 42F STONFEVIILI E 9 0.00% 0 1 326|340 |34¢€|44¢€
ROWLAND 58 3.45% 0 18 20E|26€|231| 19¢€ STONEWALL 20 10.00% 0 6 224|271|27€|27¢€
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% Alcohol Non-Fatal % Alcohol Non-Fatal
Totall Relatec Fatal Inj ury Ranking Total Relatec Fatal Injury Ranking

Citv Crashey Crashes [Crash| Crashes [20(1200]20(| 20C Citvy Crashel Crashes [Crash| Crashes |200{20(]20(]20C
STOVAIL | 23 4 35% 0] 6 225117€121&£[31F WAI STONRURC 3 0.00% 0] 0] A57[A5¢C|452145C
SUGAR 2 0.00% 0] 2 304141%1397{ 39C WARRENTONMN 80 1.25% 0] 9 44C[A51|37€|28F
SUMMEREIFL D 46¢€ 4 51% 2 13¢ 42 1 44| 34| K3 WARSAW 102 6.86% 1 50 17€1144[10Q¢€(11¢
SUNSFT BEACEH 12C A4 17% 1 21 30€|20&118%( 20= WASHINGTON 1.37¢ 2 54Y% 2 A4R°= 4 4 111112
SURF CITY 10 0.00% 1 2 2821265274277 WASHINGTON 1 0.00% Q 1 44%1364|36¢<|37¢
SWANSBQORC 30¢ 3 88Y% 1 37 2671214111%{104 WATHA 3 0.00% 0] 1 -- 141C141€|42%
SWEPSONVII | E 34 5 88Y% 0] 9 32F|33F|32€1334 WAXHAW 35C 5. 71% 2 79 03110€/ 93| 33
SYLVA 66E 5.69% Q 185 14120131 31 WAYNESVILIE 43¢ 7.11% 5 19t 6513012330
TABOR CITY 167 5. 39¥% 2 53 161{161| 46 | 42 WEAVERVII I E 23F 5 53% 2 47 16C{174114¢€| 78
TAR HEFIL 18 5.56% Q 9 17€(21=(18€[17¢5 WEDDINGTON 641 4. 37% 2 172 72 52 [ 58| 49
TAYI ORSVI I E 161 4 35% 0] 27 74 1111{19¢€| 22C WEI DON 63 12 70% 0] 37 43C[{431|39F|14¢
TAYI ORTOWN 34 0.00% Q 5 37F[37€135¢| 36C WENDEL L 504 4. 37% 2 12¢€ 151/11&| 53 | 51
TEACHFY 3 0.00% 0] 1 30£1412144=1 43¢ WENTWORTE 26¢ 3 35Y% 2 73 881611[49 | 38
TOBACCOVIL L 147 8.16% 2 45 1121117[12¢&] 82 WESIEFY CHAPEI| 347 4 03% 4 10€ 48 | 45 | 25 | 19
TOPSAIl 3 0.00% 0] 1 A41€[36F| 385 37F WEST JFFFERSQ| 29F 3 73% 1 79 13C{10€110C| 26
TRENT WOQD¢ 25 12.0Q% Q 5 41414351422| 40¢€ WHISPERING 42 7.14% Q 7 364/355[381/36E
TRENTON 19 10 53% 0] 5 14C€{34¢€1291] 30C WHITAKFRS 13 7 69% 0] 2 22€|24€143%35K1
TRINITY 67¢€ 5.89% 7 22¢ 9 5 5 2 WHITE | AKE 33 21.21% Q 9 184(20%[25E[28¢
TROUTMAN 12¢ 2 34% 0] 44 16€[18£117€117F WHITEVI I E Q3¢ 2 78% 0] 34F 6 1 4 |18
TROY 271 5.54% 5 858 102149141 2Q WHITSETT 71 8.45% Q 23 25122420516
TRYON 13 7 69Y% 0] 6 31€|32C|32¢ | 36¢F WII KESRORC 82¢C 2 90% 2 207 1 3 6 9
TURKEY 19 5.26% Q 7 21512121304| 26= WILLIAMSTON 13¢ 4 35% 2 54 4Q 1 77 |16%113F
UNIONVIL I E 32¢ 5.52% 3 10z 82173173 70 WILSONS MILLS 82 3.66% 1 28 731 83 [12F[107
VAl DESE 31F 4 13% 3 66 124{11&1 94 | 77 WINDSQOE 194 2 06Y% 2 49 142[10F]| 96 | 99
VANCEBORC 37 0.00% Q 13 2771307255 26E WINEAILL 28 0.00% Q 12 28:127€[23¢8(23¢C
VANDEMEFRE 5 20.00% 0] 2 A54[457145¢€| 397 WINGATE 23 8 70% 1 5 205|21€|22E(281
VARNAMTOWN 15 13.33% Q 1 29¢C|354|33(| 43¢ WINTERVI I F 62€ 3.04% 2 14C 38135421 66
VASS 49 6. 12% 0] 10 28€|30¢&|257(24¢ WINTON 24 A4 17% 0] 8 332701288 [33¢
WACQ 29 10.34% Q 7 25€[287130€| 275= WOQQODEIN 20C 9. 5Q% 1 Yol 15€| 82 [14(C(13C
WADE 22 0.00% 0] 3 32€|133£1341[ 391 WOODI AND 25 8 00% 1 9 31C130C116C (161
WADESBORC 750 2.93% 4 247 201 9 1 1 WRIGHTSVILILE 297 8.75% Q 39 167(1821181[17¢€
WAGRAM 29 3. 45Y% 0] 8 33€|3R%133€[ 324 YADKINVII I F 451 3.10% 1 85 05 1114[12¢€| 62
WALKERTOWN 533 5.07% 0 163 1P 18 36 43 YANCEYVILLE 14 3.55% 30 378|273| 245
WAL | ACE 391 2 30% 0] 96 104{ 97 | 75 | 79 YOUNGSVIIIE 102 1.96% 0] 19 24€|254|287(22¢
WALNUT COVE 66 4.55% 1 20 124| 65 |111| 14z ZEBULON 564 3.72% 1 121 27122 |29 63
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Highway Safety Plan

A sampling of the various projects for 2011 and their descriptions cdomubd in theAppendix. These
represent a small percentage of the approximately 150 projects buireprocess for 2011. They are
representative of the categories of funding available to Northli@ano 2010 (402, 405, 410, 2011, 2010,
408 and 406).

Problem ID Summary

The objective of this report is to help the GHSP in the idegttifin of highway safety problems within the state.
This section gives an overview of the frequency and severityasties in North Carolina during the last several
years. Inthe subsequent sections, the following areas ¢hattiaterest to GHSP are discussed in more detail:

Alcohol-related crashes
Young driver crashes
Motorcycle crashes
Pedestrian crashes

Bicycle crashes

Older driver crashes
Speed-related crashes
Occupant restraint usage
Commercial Motor Vehicles

1. Fatalities and Fatality Rates

The fatality rates in North Carolina and the nation during theskgtral years are presented in Table 1.1.
Fatality rates for the nation were obtained from the Fataliglysis Reporting System (FARS).

Table 1.1: Fatalities and Fatality Rates

National Rate| NC Rate per
Year per 100 MVM 100 MVM NC Fatalities
1966 5.5 6.78 1724
1967 5.26 6.57 1751
2000 1.53 1.74 1557
2001 1.51 1.67 1530
2002 1.5 1.7 1573
2003 1.48 1.66 1553
2004 1.46 1.64 1573
2005 1.47 1.53 1547
2006 141 1.53 1554
2007 1.36 1.62 1676
2008 1.27 1.41 1433
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Frequency and Severity of Crashes during the Last 5 Years

Table 1.2shows the severity of crashes in North Carolina during the \esyéars. The large variance in the
overall numbers shown in 2009 has led the state to be taking a b&rdtlour overall reporting and the
procedures currently used. These problems will be addressed in future yea

Table 1.2 Crash Frequency and Severity

Severity 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
PDO 287,261 | 284,562| 241,908 398,397 138,320
Injury 83,135 80,304 120,036 112,384 68,891
Fatal 1,546 1,559 1,705 1,450 1,236
Total 373,947 | 368,431 | 365,656 514,23p 208,447

Table 1.3 showsthe numberof crashespumberof injury and fatalcrashedor all 100 countiesn North
Carolina.

Table of COUNTYby REPORT

COUNTY (COUNTY) REPORT (Crash Report Type)

Frequency |PDO |Fatal [Injury | Total

------------- B R S S

Alamance | 2257 | 16 | 1054 | 3327
------------- B R S S

Alexander | 307 | 8| 153 | 468
------------- B R S S

Alleghany | 128 | 2| 73| 203
------------- B R S S

Anson | 433 | 6 | 203 | 642
------------- B R S S

Ashe | 367 | 4 | 191 | 562
------------- B R S S

Avery | 207 | 4 | 130 | 341
------------- B R S S

Beaufort | 619 | 11| 321 | 951
------------- B R S S

Bertie | 333 | 5 175 | 513
------------- B R S S

Bladen | 466 | 11 | 277 | 754
------------- B R S S

Brunswick | 1257 | 18| 611 | 1886
------------- B R S S

Buncombe | 2725 | 22 | 1795 | 4542

Burke | 1085 | 13| 668 | 1766

Cabarrus | 2685 | 22 | 1272 | 3979

Caldwell | 991 | 15| 606 | 1612

Camden | 112 | 2| 58 | 172

Carteret | 755 | 11| 386 | 1152

Caswell | 262 | 6 | 122 | 390




Catawba | 2645 25| 1420| 4090

------------- TR R S —

Chatham | 930 | 14 | 301| 1245
------------- TR R S —

Cherokee | 224 | 5] 150 | 379
------------- TR R S —

Chowan [ 173 | 1] 62 | 236
------------- TR R S —

Clay | 69 | 3| 64 | 136
------------- U U S ——

Cleveland | 1457 18 | 702| 2177
------------- TR R S —

Columbus | 1048 20| 533| 1601
------------- TR R S —

Craven | 1321 15| 536 | 1872
------------- TR R S —

Cumberland | 5375 47| 2849| 8271
------------- TR R S —

Currituck | 235 | 4| 85 | 324
------------- TR R S —

Dare | 423 | 6 | 227 | 656
------------- TR R S —

Davidson | 1961 22| 1094| 3077
------------- TR R S —

Davie | 551 | 9 | 271 | 831
------------- TR R S —

Duplin | 1202] 20| 385| 1607
------------- TR R S —

Durham | 5406 | 16| 2001| 7423
------------- TR R S —

Edgecombe | 842 | 9] 442 | 1293
------------- TR R S —

Forsyth | 5516 28| 2643| 8187
------------- TR R S —

Franklin | 732 | 12 | 327| 1071
------------- TR R S —

Gaston | 2494 | 18| 1740| 4252
------------- TR R S —

Gates | 162 | 5| 93 | 260
------------- TR R S —

Graham | 107 | 4 | 112 | 223
------------- TR R S —

Granville | 771 | 11 | 325| 1107
------------- TR R S —

Greene | 264 | 4 | 129 | 397
------------- TR R S —

Guilford | 7246 | 40| 4465]|11751
------------- TR R S —

Halifax | 888 | 6| 470| 1364
------------- TR R S —

Harnett | 1302 | 20| 694 | 2016
------------- TR R S —

Haywood | 638 | 5] 395| 1038
------------- TR R S —

Henderson | 1338| 15| 679| 2032
------------- TR R S —

Hertford | 312 | 6 | 167 | 485
------------- TR R S —

Hoke | 429 | 9 | 268 | 706
------------- TR R S —

Hyde | 85 | 2| 32 | 119
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-+ 4

+ 4

Iredell | 2356]

4+
T

21| 1180| 3557

Jackson | 527 |

4| 323| 854
Johnston ] 2369| | 33 ' 1113| 3455
Jones I| 1I81 | | 3 I| 105 | 289
Lee | | 931 | | 4'| 428 | 1363
Lenoir ] 771 | s f 496 | 1272
Lincoln |' 716| | 8| ' 490| 1214
Macon | | I392 | | 1I| 227 | 620
Madison I| 2I18 | | 2 I| 99 | 319
Martin ] 475 | 6 f 162 | 643
McDowell '| 6§3| | 5|' 368| 1066

Mecklenburg | 12986 |

77| 6584 |19647

1 97 | 255

5| 156| 529

9| 643 | 1801

15| 906 | 2528

Mitchell |I 157I |
Montgomery | | 3I68 | | I
Moore | | 1i49 | |

Nash | | 1é07 | |

New Hanover | 2732

4+
T

20| 1685| 4437

-+ 4
T T

Northampton | 268 |

7]  164| 439

+ 4

28| 1315| 4079

Onslow | | 27I36 |

Orange '| 1§OO| | 14|' 675| 2589
Pamlico I| 1:9,5 | | 5 |I 61 | 201
Pasquotank I| 5212 | | 7| I 273 | 822
Pender '| 883 | 9 ] 326 | 1218
Perquimans I| 1I72 | | 1] I 74 | 247
Person I| 6I92 | | 3 | 222 | 917
Pitt i 296i| '19| '1375| 4355
Polk '| 232 | 2 i 117 | 351
Randolph '| 2155| | 14 | ' 1007 | 3156
Richmond | | 487 | | 5] I 366 | 858
Robeson | | 1é93| | 46|I 1399 | 3338
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------------- R S S

Rockingham | 1392 | 21| 620| 2033
------------- U S S —

Rowan | 1904 | 20| 986 | 2910
------------- U S S —

Rutherford | 690 | 9| 479| 1178
------------- U S S —

Sampson | 1000 | 21| 504 | 1525
------------- U S S —

Scotland | 286 | 7| 266 | 559
------------- U S S —

Stanly | 811 | 6 | 410 | 1227
------------- U S S —

Stokes | 685 | 5| 259 | 949
------------- U S S —

Surry | 1124 12| 560 | 1696
------------- U S S —

Swain | 169 | 7 | 117 | 293
------------- U S S —

Transylvania | 324 | 6| 179 | 509
------------- U S S —

Tyrrell | 114 | 1] 40 | 155
------------- U S S —

Union | 2536 | 18| 1098| 3652
------------- U S S —

Vance | 781 | 11 | 337 | 1129
------------- U S S —

Wake | 15900 | 69| 6013]21982
------------- S S S ——

Warren | 277 | 1] 100 | 378
------------- U S S —

Washington | 224 | 0] 82 | 306
------------- S S S ——

Watauga | 882 | 4| 255| 1141
------------- U S S —

Wayne | 1752 19| 823| 2594
------------- S S S ——

Wilkes | 900 | 9 | 541 | 1450
------------- S S S ——

Wilson | 1128 10 | 690| 1828
------------- S S S ——

Yadkin | 539 | 4 | 218 | 761
------------- S S S ——

Yancey | 163 | 2 | 122 | 287
------------- S S S ——

Total 138320 1236 68891 208447
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2. Alcohol-Involved Crashes

Driving after drinking continues to be one of the major causes afrmehicle crashes in North Carolina. As
shown in Table 2.A, both the total number of drinking drivers in essind the percent of all crash-involved
drivers who had been drinking have remained somewhat steadghevgast four years with a slight decrease
in 2004 and 2005 as compared to 2001. Unfortunately 2006 thru 2008 numbers shbwviacséigse to the
highest level in the past five years. The decrease in 2009 may betaltiebto the data collection error
previously stated.

Table 2.A: Number and percentage of drivers involved in crashes jggd to have been drinking- by year

# of Drinking Drivers Total Driver \Crashes % of Drinking Drivers
Oct 2001 - Sep 2002 12,952 372,426 3.48%
Oct 2002 - Sep 2003 10,944 384,447 2.85%
Jan 2004 - Dec 2004 11,376 381,183 2.98%
Jan 2005 - Dec 2005 10,986 371,414 2.96%
Jan 2006 - Dec 2006 13,390 365,879 3.66%
Jan 2007 - Dec 2007 11,778 365,656 3.22%
Jan 2008 - Dec 2008 15,945 514,239 3.10%
Jan. 2009 Dec. 2009 11,008 340,642 3.23%

Demographic Difference in Alcohol Use by Drivers

Driver Age: Alcohol use is strongly related to age and is also true in drinkinggdsh-involved drivers. The
youngest drivers have very low levels of alcohol use, but the praalof drinking among crash-involved
drivers increases sharply with each year of age to a peak amof@g-f#eyear-old age group. As is seen in
Table 2.B, the likelihood of a crash-involved impaired driver eleses again by age 25 and then declines until
reaching a stable, relatively low level among drivers 60 and older.

Driver Alcohol Assessment (209)

Table 2.B: No Alcohol Alcohol

Age Number Percentagé Number Percentage Tota
Under 16 724 97.97 15 2.03 739
16-17 15,514 99.04 151 0.96 15,665
18-20 34,556 97.20 996 2.80 35,552
21-24 37,309 94.84 2,028 5.16 39,337
25-29 36,857 95.08 1,908 4.92 38,765
30-39 62,082 96.25 2,422 3.75 64,504
40-49 56,063 96.62 1,960 3.38 58,023
50-59 42,790 97.53 1,082 2.47 43,872
60 and Above 43,455 99.04 421 0.96 43,876
TOTAL 329,350 96.77 10,983| 3.23 340,333
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Race/Ethnicity: The use of alcohol varies substantially within the various stuves in North Carolina and
this is also apparent in the involvement of alcohol in crashese PaBlshows the percentage of crash-involved
drivers who had been drinking by race/ethnicity. The most notable finditige high rate of drinking by
Hispanic/Latino drivers. This is inconsistent with nationabdahich consistently show that Native Americans
have the highest rates of driving after drinking and that Hispariod aates fall in between those of Native
Americans and whites.

Table 2.C: Table of Race of Driver Alcohol Assessment 2009

No Alcohol Alcohol
Race Numbefr Percentaje Number Percentage Total
Caucasian 218,277 96.82 7,174 3.18 225,491
African
American 82,079 | 97.27 2,301 2.73 84,380
Native
American 2,853 94.66 161 5.34 3,014
Hispanic 16,382 | 93.25 1,186 6.75 17,568
Asian 3,737 98.52 56 1.48 3,793
Other 5,110 98.25 91 1.75 1,235
1,196 96.84 39 3.16 1,235 985
Total 329,634 96.77 11,008 3.23 340,642

The explanation for the abnormally high rate among Hispaniermdrim North Carolina lies in the nature of
this population subgroup. Unlike Hispanics in most other regions of tBe the North Carolina Latino
population is composed mostly of first generation immigrants,ge laumber of whom have located to the
state in the past decade. As such, this group is largely male and ydbhagprimary group of drinking
drivers among all racial/ethnic groups. Forty-nine percent of Hispkiviers in crashes were 20 — 29 years
old, compared to 26 percent of African Americans and 21 percentumia€ians. Caucasian and African
Americans crash-involved drivers include older drivers who are liksly to drink and drive. Hispanic
drivers are mostly young males (only 2 percent of Hispanic drinkingrdcrashes were females whereas
26 percent of African Americans and Caucasian drinking drivers waralés).
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The following table, Table 2.E, illustrates the presence of aldohcrashes by county in 2009. The twelve
counties with the highest rate of alcohol involvement in crasbesunt for only 4.36 percent of all drinking

driver crashes in North Carolina. Alcohol-related crashesmareh more likely in rural areas and these rural
counties have less traffic, hence fewer crashes in generadntrast, the top 10 counties of drinking driver
crashes account for close to half (40.64 percent) of all drinking diteashes in North Carolina, yet they are
among the lowest in alcohol-involved crash rates (represgeftiof the 12 counties with the lowest rates of
drinking driver crashes.

Table of COUNTY by DRINTOX

COUNTY (COUNTY)
DRINTOX (Driver Intoxication Assessment)

Frequency |
Row Pct INo- |Yes- |Total
|Alc [Alc |
Alamance | 5247 182 | 5429
|96.65| 3.35]
+ + +
Alexander | 660 | 35| 695
|94.96| 5.04|
+ + +
Alleghany | 260 | 7| 267
|97.38| 2.62]
+ + +
Anson | 816 | 42 | 858
|95.10| 4.90|
+ + +
Ashe | 732 | 29 | 761
|96.19| 3.81]
+ + +
Avery | 473 | 17 | 490
|96.53| 3.47|
+ + +
Beaufort | 1369 | 54| 1423
|96.21| 3.79|
+ + +
Bertie | 606 | 13| 619
|97.90| 2.10]
+ + +
Bladen [ 921 | 32| 953
|96.64| 3.36|
+ + +
Brunswick | 2702 162| 2864
|94.34| 5.66|
+ + +
Buncombe | 7563 294 | 7857
|96.26| 3.74|
+ + +
Burke | 2690| 107| 2797
|96.17| 3.83]
+ + +
Cabarrus | 6692 | 195| 6887
|97.17| 2.83|
+ + +
Caldwell | 2431| 115| 2546
|95.48| 4.52]
+ + +
Camden | 241 | 12| 253
|95.26| 4.74|
+ + +
Carteret | 1890 | 82| 1972
|95.84| 4.16|
+ + +
Caswell | 440 | 35] 475
|92.63| 7.37]
+ + +
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Catawba | 6697 |
| 96.18 |
+ + +
Chatham | 1555
| 96.11 |
+ + +
Cherokee | 518 |
|94.35|
+ + +
Chowan | 299 |
| 95.53 |
+ + +
Clay | 199 |
| 95.67 |
+ + +
Cleveland | 3351
| 96.77 |
+ + +
Columbus | 2019
| 95.64 |
+ + +
Craven | 2951
| 97.14 |
+ + +
Cumberland | 14518 |
| 97.53 |
+ + +
Currituck | 468 |
| 96.10 |
+ + +
Dare | 1166 |
| 96.20 |
+ + +
Davidson | 4574
| 96.85 |
+ + +
Davie | 1140
| 96.61 |
+ + +
Duplin | 1968 |
| 95.35|
+ + +
Durham | 12646 |
| 97.98 |
+ + +
Edgecombe | 1697 |
| 95.93 |
+ + +
Forsyth | 13503 |
| 96.91 |
+ + +
Franklin | 1390 |
| 95.53 |
+ + +
Gaston | 7079
| 96.47 |
Gates | 281 |
| 94.30 |
+ + +
Graham [ 263 |
| 96.69 |
+ + +
Granville | 1426 |
| 95.96 |
+ + +
Greene | 469 |

| 94.37 |

266| 6963
3.82|
63| 1618
3.89|
31| 549
5.65 |
14| 313
4.47|
9| 208
433
112| 3463
3.23|
92| 2111
4.36 |
87| 3038
2.86 |
367 | 14885
2.47 |
19| 487
3.90 |
46| 1212
3.80 |
149| 4723
3.15|
40| 1180
3.39|
96| 2064
4.65 |
261 | 12907
2.02|
72| 1769
4.07 |
430 | 13933
3.09|
65| 1455
4.47)|
259| 7338
3.53|
17| 298
5.70 |
9| 272
3.31|
60| 1486
4.04 |
28| 497
5.63|



+ + +

Guilford | 19773 |
| 96.97 |
+ + +
Halifax | 1974
| 96.43 |
+ + +
Harnett | 2901 |
| 95.27 |
+ + +
Haywood | 1562 |
| 95.77 |
+ + +
Henderson | 3369 |
| 96.75 |
+ + +
Hertford | 674 |
| 97.68 |
+ + +
Hooke | 997
| 94.50 |
+ + +
Hyde [ 128 |
| 92.75 |
+ + +
Iredell | 5627 |
| 96.67 |
+ + +
Jackson | 1189
| 93.84 |
+ + +
Johnston | 4881
| 95.80 |
+ + +
Jones [ 347 |
| 94.81 |
+ + +
Lee | 2096 |
| 97.17 |
+ + +
Lenoir | 1844
| 96.65 |
+ + +
Lincoln | 1919
| 95.57 |
+ + +
Macon | 898 |
| 96.35 |
+ + +
Madison | 397 |
| 94.08 |
+ + +
Martin | 803 |
| 95.71 |
+ + +
McDowell | 1478
| 95.48 |
+ + +
Mecklenburg | 34651 |
| 97.85|
+ + +
Mitchell [ 377 |
| 96.42 |
+ + +
Montgomery | 613 |
| 95.78 |
+ + +
Moore | 2800 |
| 97.66 |

618 | 20391
3.03|
73| 2047
3.57 |
144| 3045
4.73|
69| 1631
4.23|
113| 3482
3.25|
16| 690
2.32|
| 58| 1055
5.50 |
10| 138
7.25|
194| 5821
3.33|
78| 1267
6.16 |
214| 5095
4.20|
19| 366
5.19 |
61| 2157
2.83|
64| 1908
3.35|
89| 2008
4.43|
34| 932
3.65 |
25| 422
5.92|
36| 839
4.29|
70| 1548
452
763 | 35414
2.15|
14| 391
3.58 |
27| 640
4.22|
67| 2867
2.34|
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+ + +

Nash | 3622
| 95.90 |
+ + +
New Hanover | 7923 |
| 96.79 |
+ + +
Northampton | 530 |
|94.81 |
+ + +
Onslow | 6543
| 95.46 |
+ + +
Orange | 4000 |
| 96.95 |
+ + +
Pamlico | 259 |
| 96.28 |
+ + +
Pasquotank | 1289 |
| 96.34 |
+ + +
Pender | 1502
| 95.18 |
+ + +
Perquimans | 273 |
| 94.46 |
+ + +
Person | 1281
|97.34 |
+ + +
Pitt | 7268
| 97.45|
+ + +
Polk | 424 |
| 95.50 |
+ + +
Randolph | 4587 |
| 96.00 |
+ + +
Richmond | 1278
| 95.87 |
+ + +
Robeson | 4774
| 95.00 |
+ + +
Rockingham | 2679 |
| 95.71 |
+ + +
Rowan | 4515]
| 96.89 |
+ + +
Rutherford | 1637 |
| 95.06 |
+ + +
Sampson | 2005 |
| 96.21 |
+ + +
Scotland [ 768 |
| 94.70 |
+ + +
Stanly | 1785]
| 96.75 |
+ + +
Stokes | 1166 |
| 95.97 |
+ + +

155| 3777
4.10 |
263| 8186
3.21|
29| 559
5.19 |
311| 6854
454
126| 4126
3.05|
10| 269
3.72|
49| 1338
3.66 |
76| 1578
4.82|
16| 289
5.54 |
35| 1316
2.66 |
190| 7458
2.55 |
20| 444
450 |
191| 4778
4.00 |
55| 1333
4.13|
251| 5025
5.00 |
120| 2799
4.29|
145| 4660
3.11|
85| 1722
4.94|
79| 2084
3.79|
43| 811
5.30 |
60| 1845
3.25|
49| 1215
4.03|

36



Surry | 2366 |
| 95.06 |
Swain | 395 |
| 94.95 |
Transylvania | 719 |
| 96.12 |
+ + +
Tyrrell | 175
| 95.11 |
+ + +
Union | 5919
| 96.91 |
+ + +
Vance | 1648
| 96.26 |
+ + +
Wake | 38298 |
| 97.84 |
+ + +
Warren | 429 |
| 95.33 |
+ + +
Washington | 368 |
| 96.59 |
+ + +
Watauga | 1842
| 97.00 |
+ + +
Wayne | 4005 |
| 96.39 |
+ + +
Wilkes | 2098 |
| 95.45 |
+ + +
Wilson | 2662 |
| 95.86 |
+ + +
Yadkin | 986 |
| 96.67 |
+ + +
Yancey | 408 |
| 96.00 |
+ + +
Total 329634

123| 2489
4.94|
21| 416
5.05 |
29| 748
3.88|
9| 184
4.89|
189| 6108
3.09|
64| 1712
3.74 |
847 | 39145
2.16 |
21| 450
467 |
13| 381
3.41|
57| 1899
3.00|
150| 4155
3.61|
100| 2198
4.55 |
115| 2777
4.14 |
34| 1020
3.33|
17| 425
4.00 |

11008 340642



3. Young Drivers

Drivers ages 15 — 20 account for 15.7 percent of all motor vehicle sresh®rth Carolina. Only among
the very oldest drivers is it as important to differentiate betwsingle years of age to understand the
fundamental issues underlying these crashes. Accordingly,sasglyesented below show results by single
year of age, including 15 year-olds. Although no 15 year-old calijelyave without an adult supervisor in
North Carolina some do and there are a substantial number wHovamg with a supervisor though few of
them crash while doing so.

Injury Severity by Year and Driver Age
There was no meaningful change in the severity of young driveresjiimom 2001 to 2008. Table 3.A
shows, somewhat surprisingly, that injury severity does not difeatlyrfor young drivers of varying ages.

Table 3.A. Table of AGE by INJ

AGE (Age of Driver) INJ (Injury Status of Driver)
Frequency]|
Row Pct [K + A In|B + C In|None | Total
juries |juries | |
+ + o +
15| 3| 102 | 389 | 494
| 0.61]20.65]|78.74 |
+ + o +
16 | 51| 1184| 5060| 6295
| 0.81]18.81|80.38|
+ + o +
17| 47| 1792| 7375| 9214
| 0.51]19.45|80.04 |
+ + o +
18 | 76 | 2414 | 9429 | 11919
| 0.64]20.25|79.11 |
--------- U S S —
19 | 83 | 2483 | 9406 | 11972

| 0.69]20.74 | 78.57 |

20 | 79 | 2353 | 8765 | 11197
| 0.71]21.01|78.28|

Total 339 10328 40424 51091

Frequency Missing = 630

Other Demographic Characteristics of Crash-Involved Young Drivers

As is shown in Table 3.B, among the youngest drivers, males araleferare equally likely to crash.
However, among 18 through 20 year-old drivers, females represinalmout 44 percent of crashes. It is
not known what accounts for this differential. Research on iiexethces in crash rates among the general
driving population indicates that much of the difference betweennttimber of males and females in
crashes results from the greater amount of driving done by malesuridaibtedly explains some, though
perhaps not all, of the sex difference in young driver crashesias
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Table 3.B Table of AGE by SEX
AGE (Age of Driver) SEX (Sex of Driver)

Frequency]|

Row Pct | Male |[Female | Total

15| 287 | 216 | 503
| 57.06 | 42.94 |

4
T

16| 3214| 3149| 6363
| 50.51 | 49.49 |
+ +

+
T

17| 4925| 4370| 9295

| 52.99 | 47.01 |
--------- S S
18| 6705| 5351 |12056
| 55.62 | 44.38 |
--------- S S

19| 6734| 539612130
| 55.52 | 44.48 |

-+
T

20| 6112| 5219]11331
| 53.94 | 46.06 |

-+
T

Total 27977 23701 51678

Frequency Missing = 43

Table 3.C Table of AGE by REPORT
AGE (Age of Driver) REPORT (Crash Report Type)

Frequency]|
Row Pct |PDO |[Fatal  [Injury | Total

15 | 305 | 0] 199 | 504

160.52| 0.00|39.48 |

16 | 4147 | 19 | 2200 | 6366
|65.14| 0.30 | 34.56 |

17 | 6003 | 32| 3264 | 9299
|64.56| 0.34]35.10 |

18 | 7720 | 59 | 4286 | 12065
163.99| 0.49|35.52|

19 | 7805 | 53 | 4282 | 12140
|64.29| 0.44|35.27 |

20 | 7284 | 48 | 4015 | 11347
164.19| 0.42]35.38|

Total 33264 211 18246 51721
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Summary Points
» Approximately 79 percent of young driver crashes involved no injury tdriher.
» Driver injuries were equally (none) severe at each age among youagsdri

» Although the number of young driver crashes increased, this isletgpexplained by population
growth within this age group.

* The number of crashes increases as more young drivers are drithogitvan adult supervisor in the
vehicle.

* Among the youngest drivers females have nearly as many crashakas m
* Among drivers 18 through 20, males account for 56 percent of crashes.

Roadway Characteristics and Location

Due to the lack of experience and different driving tendenciesggstirdrivers have, we might expect
crashes at certain roadway locations or in conjunction with plticoadway characteristics would be
different among young drivers. It appears that most of the diféer is merely a result of differential

exposure. That is, as drivers get older they tend to do more drivingn@e siuations than others. For

example, there is a substantial increase in the proportionsifegahat occur on multi-lane roadways. In
general, multilane roads are safer than 2-lane roads. Hencelyhapparent reason that ‘older’ young

drivers have more crashes on these roads is simply that they danvamg on those types of roads.

With each additional year of age the proportion of crashes that ocrural locations decreases. The only
explanation we can find for this is that rural roadways are morgedams and that 16 and 17 year-old
drivers are particularly vulnerable to errors in judgments thal roads require and are lacking in skills
necessary to safely maneuver these roads.

Despite the difference in crashes at signalized inteosesstthere is no overall difference in intersection
crashes among younger and older drivers. Among drivers under age éb3alpercent of crashes occur

at intersections; young drivers have an essentially identicgdopiion of crashes at intersections (30
percent). Moreover there is little variation in the proportodrntersection crashes by age among young
drivers, ranging from 32 percent for 16 year-olds to 30 percent fore2éoje drivers.

Alcohol Use by Young Drivers in Crashes

Drinking among young drivers is often misunderstood to be fae mommon than is actually the case.
Among the youngest drivers, alcohol use is quite uncommon, bueadtinyear of age it increases. From
this it is clear that drinking among “teen” drivers is not a meaningdtion. The lives of young teens

differ dramatically from those of older teens and this is redftéen the dramatically different rates of
alcohol-involvement in crashes.

In contrast, alcohol involvement in crashes of 16 and 17 ydari®llower than for any age group, even
those older than 85. Because younger drivers have a higher crash rskhgrable blood alcohol
concentration levels, data suggest that the actual amount of driftergdainking is even lower in

comparison to older drivers than the data would indicate. Thisnsstent with national researcrable
3.D shows the number of yearly crashes by age and the investigating ®fiseessment of whether the young
driver had been drinking
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Table 3.D Table of AGE by DRINTOX

AGE (Age of Driver)
DRINTOX (Driver Intoxication Assessment)

Frequency]|
Row Pct |No - |Yes - | Total
|Alc |Alc |
+ + +
15 | 495 | 9 | 504
[98.21]| 1.79]
+ + +
16 | 6324 | 42 | 6366
[99.34| 0.66 |
+ + +
17 | 9190 | 109 | 9299
[98.83| 1.17]|
--------- R S
18111803 | 262 | 12065
[97.83| 2.17]|
19111804 | 336 | 12140
[97.23| 2.77|
20| 10949 | 398 | 11347
|96.49| 3.51|
Total 50565 1156 51721

Summary Points
* Alcohol use by crash-involved young drivers, all of whom are ur@elegal drinking age, is lower than
for all age groups up to age 50.

» Alcohol use among underage persons involved in crashes varies dediynaty driver age. From age 16
through 20, alcohol involvement in crashes increases in nearly fasdaon.

Young Driver Crashes by County

Crash rates per capita vary widely across North Carolina esuniti is not known why this is the case;
however, there are several partial causes. Since crash etesad on population rather than licensed drivers,
it is likely that those counties where the driver education sysatlé to move young drivers through at earlier
ages will have more young drivers and as a result, more crashme®r€xy, counties where the driver
education system is backlogged will delay licensure among the yduhigess and reduce the number of
crashes they experience as a result.

Another factor in young driver crash rates is the road systemhmh they drive. Those counties with more
dangerous roads will experience more crashes overall and thzgppiyl to young drivers as well. It is not clear
whether a greater proportion of narrow rural, mountainous rodidsraduce more young driver crashes or
whether a preponderance of heavily congested urban roadwaysswitlliremore crashes. Certainly the latter
will result in fewer serious crashes as crash speeds will ke .low

Finally, those counties that attract young drivers from othesanecluding other states, will exhibit higher
crash rates due to more travel within their borders by young driMeisswould be the case in border counties
as well as resort communities; it may explain the partigutagh crash rates in Dare and New Hanover
counties.
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Table 3.E provides detailed information about young driver crashesuoyy for the period from January 2009
through December 2009. In addition to showing where crash rateghreHis table also indicates where the
majority of young driver crashes occur.

Table 3.E Table of COUNTY by REPORT
COUNTY (COUNTY) REPORT (Crash Report Type)

Frequency |

Row Pct |PDO |[Fatal  [Injury | Total

------------- B R S S

Alamance | 592 | 2| 290 | 884
| 66.97 | 0.23]|32.81|

------------- B R S S

Alexander | 93 | 0| 46 | 139
| 66.91| 0.00|33.09 |

------------- B R S S

Alleghany | 31 | 0 | 24 | 55
| 56.36 | 0.00|43.64 |

------------- B R S S

Anson | 61 | 1] 48 | 110
| 55.45| 0.91|43.64 |

------------- B R S S

Ashe | 80 | 0 | 44 | 124
| 64.52| 0.00|35.48 |

------------- B R S S

Avery | 48 | 1| 31 | 80
| 60.00| 1.25|38.75]

------------- B R S S

Beaufort | 154 | 2| 102 | 258
|59.69| 0.78]39.53|

------------- B R S S

Bertie | 52 | 1| 38 | 91
| 57.14| 1.10|41.76 |

------------- B R S S

Bladen | 92 | 1| 68 | 161
| 57.14| 0.62|42.24 |

------------- B R S S

Brunswick | 224 | 3| 158 | 385
| 58.18| 0.78|41.04 |

------------- B R S S

Buncombe | 692 | 6 | 436 | 1134
| 61.02] 0.53]38.45]

------------- B R S S

Burke | 272 | 2| 170 | 444
| 61.26| 0.45]38.29 |

------------- B R S S

Cabarrus | 752 | 2| 361| 1115
| 67.44| 0.18]32.38 |

------------- B R S S

Caldwell | 283 | 4| 177 | 464
| 60.99| 0.86]38.15|

------------- B TR SR S

Camden | 36 | 2 | 29 | 67
| 53.73| 2.99|43.28 |

------------- B TR SR S

Carteret | 220 | 1] 133 | 354
| 62.15| 0.28|37.57 |

------------- B R S S

Caswell | 63 | 2| 36 | 101
| 62.38| 1.98|35.64 |

------------- B TR SR S

Catawba | 753 | 3| 372| 1128

|66.76| 0.27]32.98 |
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Chatham | 151 3] 68| 222
168.02| 1.35|30.63|

------------- U S S —

Cherokee | 57 | 0] 25| 82
|69.51| 0.00]30.49 |

------------- U S S —

Chowan [ 36 | 0] 16 | 52
|69.23| 0.00]30.77 |

------------- TR R S —

Clay | 14 | 1] 20 | 35
| 40.00| 2.86]57.14|

------------- TR R S —

Cleveland [ 354 | 3 189 | 546
| 64.84| 0.55]34.62|

------------- TR R S —

Columbus | 145 | 6 | 125 276
| 52.54 | 2.17]45.29|

------------- TR R S —

Craven | 324 | 3| 144 | 471
| 68.79| 0.64]30.57 |

------------- TR R S —

Cumberland | 1418 | 8 | 785| 2211
|64.13| 0.36]35.50]

------------- TR R S —

Currituck | 58 | 1] 30| 89

|65.17| 1.12]33.71]

------------- TR YRR S —

Dare | 141 1] 68 | 210
| 67.14| 0.48]32.38]

------------- TR YRR S —

Davidson | 600 | 1] 367 | 968
|61.98| 0.10]37.91|

------------- TR YRR S —

Davie | 148 | 1] 73| 222
| 66.67 | 0.45]32.88|

------------- TR YRR S —

Duplin | 244 | 2| 105 | 351
|69.52| 0.57]29.91]

------------- TR YRR S —

Durham | 984 | 3| 421| 1408
[69.89| 0.21]29.90|

------------- TR YRR S —

Edgecombe | 148 | 2| 121 | 271
|54.61| 0.74]44.65|

------------- TR YRR S —

Forsyth | 1321 4| 715| 2040
| 64.75| 0.20]35.05|

------------- TR YRR S —

Franklin | 134 | 1| 87 | 222
|60.36| 0.45]39.19|

------------- TR YRR S —

Gaston | 666 | 4| 443 | 1113
|59.84| 0.36]39.80|

------------- TR YRR S —

Gates | 20| 2| 14 | 36
| 55.56| 5.56]38.89|

------------- TR YRR S —

Graham | 28 | 0] 8| 36
| 77.78 | 0.00]22.22 |

------------- TR YRR S —

Granville | 136 | 0] 68 | 204
| 66.67 | 0.00]33.33]

------------- TR YRR S —
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Greene | 38 | 1| 40 | 79
| 48.10| 1.27]50.63|

------------- U S S —

Guilford | 1829] 8| 1169| 3006
| 60.84| 0.27]38.89|

------------- U S S —

Halifax | 181 | 0] 112 | 293
|61.77| 0.00]38.23]

------------- TR R S —

Harnett | 296 | 5| 214 | 515
|57.48| 0.97]41.55]

------------- TR R S —

Haywood | 150 | 1] 88 | 239
|62.76 | 0.42]36.82|

------------- TR R S —

Henderson | 313 | 3] 172 | 488
|64.14| 0.61]35.25]

------------- TR R S —

Hertford | 56 | 0] 38 | 94
| 59.57 | 0.00]40.43|

------------- TR R S —

Hoke | 75| 1] 72 | 148
| 50.68| 0.68]48.65 |

------------- TR R S —

Hyde | 10 | 0| 5] 15
| 66.67 | 0.00]33.33]

------------- TR R S —

Iredell | 676 | 2| 311 | 989
|68.35| 0.20]31.45]

------------- TR R S —

Jackson | 132 | 1| 74 | 207
| 63.77| 0.48]35.75]

------------- TR R S —

Johnston | 486 | 9| 306 | 801
| 60.67 | 1.12]38.20]

------------- TR R S —

Jones | 21| 1] 25| 47
| 44.68| 2.13]53.19]

------------- TR R S —

Lee | 219 | 0| 144 | 363
| 60.33| 0.00]39.67 |

------------- TR R S —

Lenoir | 147 | 1] 129 277
| 53.07| 0.36]46.57 |

------------- TR R S —

Lincoln | 225 | 5] 135 365
|61.64| 1.37]36.99]

------------- TR R S —

Macon | 92 | 0] 54 | 146
|63.01] 0.00]36.99|

------------- TR R S —

Madison | 50 | 0] 26 | 76
|65.79| 0.00]34.21|

------------- TR R S —

Martin | 85 | 2| 39| 126
|67.46| 1.59]30.95|

------------- TR R S —

McDowell | 157 | 0| 95| 252
|62.30| 0.00]37.70 |

------------- TR R S —

Mecklenburg | 2677 | 16| 1413| 4106
|65.20| 0.39]34.41]

------------- TR R S —



Mitchell | 36 |

| 65.45 |
[ — E S E—
Montgomery | 58 |

| 62.37 |
I — R — E— B —
Moore | 268 |

| 61.05 |
[ — E S E—
Nash | 331 |

| 59.86 |
[ — E S E—
New Hanover | 807 |

| 62.27 |
I — R — E— B —
Northampton | 38 |

| 49.35 |
[ — E S E—
Onslow | 877 |

| 63.50 |
[ — E S E—
Orange | 378 |

| 68.60 |
[ — E S E—
Pamlico | 24 |

| 57.14 |
[ — E S E—
Pasquotank | 142 |

| 59.92 |
[ — E S E—
Pender | 152 |

| 65.80 |
[ — E S E—
Perquimans | 34 |

| 61.82 |
[ — E S E—
Person | 182 |

| 76.47 |
[ — E S E—
Pitt | 939 |

| 67.26 |
[ — E S E—
Polk [ 44 |

| 57.89 |
[ — E S E—
Randolph | 548 |

| 62.49 |
[ — E S E—
Richmond | 147 |

| 57.20 |
[ — E S E—
Robeson | 394 |

| 52.67 |
[ — E S E—
Rockingham | 281 |

| 64.01 |
[ — E S E—
Rowan | 503 |

| 64.24 |
[ — E S E—
Rutherford | 180 |

| 55.73 |

0| 19 | 55
0.00 | 34.55 |

—t

2 | 33 | 93
2.15|35.48 |

1] 170 | 439
0.23]38.72 |

1| 221 | 553
0.18 | 39.96 |

—t

0| 489| 1296
0.00 | 37.73 |

—

1] 38 | 77
1.30 49.35 |

—t

3| 501 | 1381
0.22]36.28 |

5| 168 | 551
0.91]30.49 |

1 17 | 42
2.3840.48 |

—t

2] 93| 237
0.84]39.24 |

—t

0| 79 | 231
0.00 | 34.20 |

0 | 21 | 55
0.00 | 38.18 |

1 55 | 238
0.42]23.11 |

2| 455 | 1396
0.14 | 32.59 |

0 | 32 | 76
0.00 | 42.11 |

3] 326| 877
0.34]37.17 |

1] 109| 257
0.39 | 42.41 |

10| 344| 748
1.3445.99 |

4| 154| 439
0.9135.08 |

—t

8| 272| 783
1.02 | 34.74 |

—t

0] 143| 323
0.00 | 44.27 |
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Sampson | 206 | 0] 144 | 350
|58.86| 0.00]41.14 |

------------- U S S —

Scotland | 68 | 1| 67 | 136
| 50.00| 0.74]49.26 |

------------- U S S —

Stanly | 232 | 0| 143 | 375
|61.87| 0.00]38.13]

------------- U S S —

Stokes | 140 | 1] 72| 213
| 65.73| 0.47]33.80|

------------- U S S —

Surry | 308 | 3| 152 | 463
| 66.52| 0.65]32.83]

------------- U S S —

Swain | 35| 2| 26 | 63
| 55.56 | 3.17]41.27 |

------------- U S S

Transylvania | 94 | 1| 49 | 144
| 65.28 | 0.69]34.03|

------------- U S S —

Tyrrell | 17 | 0| 10| 27
|62.96| 0.00]37.04 |

------------- U S S —

Union | 770 | 2| 364 | 1136
| 67.78 | 0.18]32.04 |

------------- U S S

Vance | 169 | 0| 101 | 270
|62.59| 0.00]37.41]

------------- U S S —

Wake | 3838] 16| 1484| 5338
| 72.90| 0.30]27.80]

------------- U S S

Warren | 45 | 0] 21| 66
| 68.18| 0.00]31.82]

------------- U S S

Washington | 27 | 0] 15| 42
|64.29| 0.00]35.71|

------------- U S S —

Watauga | 311 | 0] 79 | 390
| 79.74| 0.00]20.26 |

------------- U S S —

Wayne | 441 | 2| 219 | 662
| 66.62| 0.30]33.08|

------------- U S S —

Wilkes | 226 | 1] 158 | 385
| 58.70| 0.26]41.04 |

------------- U S S —

Wilson | 251 | 0] 177 | 428
| 58.64| 0.00]41.36|

------------- U S S —

Yadkin | 143 | 2| 67 | 212
| 67.45| 0.94]31.60 |

------------- U S S —

Yancey | 40 | 0] 43 | 83
| 48.19| 0.00]51.81]

------------- U S S —

Total 33264 211 18246 51721

Summary Points
» Three counties (Mecklenburg, Wake, and Guilford) account for 24pieof all young driver crashes.
Mecklenburg and Wake account for more crashes than the 63 bathéedrcounties combined.

46



4. Motorcycle Safety

Motorcycle Crashes by Injury Severity Level

North Carolina has more than 193,000 registered motorcycles in 2008 isH&ss than 2 percent of all
registered vehicles, however, motorcyclist crashes refresenl1 percent of our overall crashes statewide
and 8.47 percent of our fatal crashes. When motorcycle drivers areedvin crashes, the outcome is
usually more serious in terms of injury and death, as is demonstmalatle 4.A for 2009.

Table 4.A Table of ACCSEV by VEHTYPE

ACCSEV (ACCSEV) VEH TYPE (Vehicle Type)

Frequency|
Row Pct |Other  [MC | Total
+ + +
Fatal | 1653 153 | 1806
|91.53| 8.47|
+ + +
Alnjury | 2543 372 2915
| 87.24112.76 |
+ + +
B Injury | 26381 | 1851 | 28232
| 93.44| 6.56 |
+ + +
C Injury | 88130 | 868 | 88998
|99.02| 0.98 |
+ + +
PDO | 215647 | 407 | 216054
|99.81| 0.19]
+ + +
Unknown | 2475]| 16| 2491
|99.36| 0.64 |
+ + +
Total 336829 3667 340496

Findings

* Approximately 85 percent of motorcyclist crashes involves deathjaryi for the driver as
compared to only 22 percent for all other vehicles. This is not sinmgras motorcycles offer no
protection to the rider and the rider is almost always ejecteddndui rely solely on personal
protective gear.

* The number of motorcycle crashes had been increasing for the pagtdngealong with the North
Carolina population and number of registered motorcycles. iesh cate for 2009, however shows
a slight decline of this trend with expectations of it increasgwtha number of miles ridden will
most likely increase due to the increasing number of riders ang fugel costs.

» Fatal/severe injury crashes were lower by over 15 percent during 2008saexpected are 21
percent below last year’'s year-to-date numbers. N.C. tigttdhe helmet law in 2008 and increased
enforcement of the law causing a decrease in the novelty type hdewegsworn by riders. In
addition, increased rider education to include the new Bike Safe Nffapmno



Crash-Involved Motorcycle Driver Demographic Characteristics

The motorcycle crashes over the years were analyzed as mriuoich number of demographic variables such
as sex, age, and ethnicity of the driver. The age distribution sti-tm&olved motorcycle drivers over the year
2009 is shown in Table 4.B as a function of crash injury severity.

Table 4.B  Table of AGE by INJ

AGE (Age of MC Diriver) INJ (Injury Status of MC Driver)
Frequency|
Row Pct |Fatal |A B |C [INo | Total
[Injury [Injury [Injury [Injury |Injury |
+ + + + B — —t
< 16 | 1| 0 | 10 | 2| 1| 14
| 7.14|] 0.00]|71.43|14.29| 7.14|
+ + + + B — —t
16 to 17 | 1| 3| 11 | 5 5| 25
| 4.00]12.00 | 44.00|20.00 | 20.00 |
+ + + + +-mmee -+
18 to 20 | 4 | 17 | 108 | 68 | 36 | 233
| 1.72] 7.30]46.35]29.18|15.45|
+ + + + +-mmee -+
21 to 24 | 16 | 40 | 224 | 95 | 60 | 435
| 3.68] 9.20]|51.49|21.84|13.79|
+ + + + B — —t
25 to 29 | 14 | 30 | 225 | 94 | 61 | 424
| 3.30|] 7.08]|53.07]22.17|14.39|
+ + + + +-mmee -+
30 to 39 | 30 | 67 | 381 | 193 | 103 | 774
| 3.88| 8.66]49.22|24.94|13.31|
+ + + + +-mmee -+
40 to 49 | 28 | 99 | 379 | 200 | 100 | 806
| 3.47112.28|47.02|24.81|12.41 |
+ + + + B — —t
50 to 59 | 34 | 64 | 301 | 137 | 96 | 632
| 5.38]10.13|47.63|21.68|15.19 |
+ + + + B — —t
60+ | 10 | 30 | 161 | 60 | 42 | 303
| 3.30] 9.90|53.14|19.80|13.86 |
+ + + + B — —t
Total 138 350 1800 854 504 3646

Frequency Missing = 21

Findings

* Motorcycle drivers between the ages of 30 and 49 accounted for 43.8tp#redd motorcycle crashes
and the majority of crashes in each crash severity level.

* There has been a steady shift in the average age of motorcycles,dwith 40-59 aged motorcyclists
becoming an increasingly greater percentage of the riding population

» Male motorcycle drivers were involved in 94-95 percent of crashressathe three severity levels. The
involvement rates for both sexes remained fairly constant bee3 years.
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Motorcycle Passengers by Crash Injury Severity

Motorcycle riders are not the only persons at increased riskuw¥iof death when crashes occur. Passengers
on motorcycles are also at higher risk for serious injury

Findings

» 3,404 motorcycle passengers were involved in crashes in 2008, in whiche@®éntp received
fatal/severe injuries, 73 percent received moderate/minor igjuaied 16.6 percent were not injured.
These percentages are very similar to those for motorcycles.riibere appears to be no significant
difference between the injury and fatal frequencies of passevgjatsvers.

» The overwhelming majority of crash-involved passengers (83 migraee women, who appear to be
somewhat less likely to escape injury in the crash (15 percentathanen passengers (23 percent).

Number of Parties Involved in Motorcycle Crashes

Single-vehicle automobile crashes are often considered to be stmorgly related to driver inexperience,

immaturity, and risk-taking factors, given that the primary cafsthese crashes would seemingly be the
drivers themselves, rather than the actions of another pdthpu§jh this may also be true for single-vehicle
motorcycle crashes, a higher percentage of such crashes forcynbsts are likely causatively related to

weather, environment, and road conditions than is the caaettumobile crashes.

Findings

* Single vehicle (motorcyclist only) crashes historically haepresented about 50 percent of all
motorcycle crashes each year, and over 50 percent of all mddenateand fatal/severe injury crashes.
However, recent trends seem to be changing with only about 4hpef@008 fatal crashes involving
another vehicle. Weather, environment, road conditions, irtiaddio inexperience, risk-taking, and
immaturity factors may influence these high percentages ofeswadpicle fatal/injury motorcycle
crashes.

* Motorcycle drivers involved in single-vehicle crashes are moreyliteehave moderate/minor injuries
(74 percent) and less likely to have no injuries (9 percent) thamatercycle drivers involved in
multiple vehicle crashes (66 percent and 19 percent, respectidiyers involved in single and
multiple vehicle crashes were equally as likely to be fatally werséy injury.

Road Size and Locality of Motorcycle Crashes

Number of roadway lanes, road class (e.g., interstate, U8, todal street) and locality (i.e., urban vs. rural)
were both associated with crash injury severity level. TablgpdeBents the statistics as a function of the class
of road on which the crash occurred.
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RDCLASS (Road Class)

Table 4.D  Table of RDCLASS by INJ

INJ (Injury Status of MC Driver)

Frequency |
Row Pct |[Fatal |A B |IC [No | Total
[Injury [Injury [Injury [Injury |Injury |
+ + + + L +
Interstate | 5| 17 | 86 | 39 | 26 | 173
| 2.89] 9.83]49.71|22.54|15.03|
+ + + + L +
US Route [ 24 | 56 | 288 | 118 | 86 | 572
| 4.20] 9.79]50.35]20.63|15.03|
+ + + + L +
NC Route | 26 | 73 | 338 | 145 | 97 | 679
| 3.83]10.75|49.78|21.35|14.29 |
+ + 4 + ——t +

State Secondary |

58| 144| 595| 273|  139| 1209

Route | 4.80]11.91]49.21]22.58|11.50|
+ + + + L +
Local Street | 24 | 58 | 481 | 275 | 142 | 980
| 245] 5.92|49.08|28.06|14.49 |
+ + + + L +
PVA | 0 | 1] 5 | 3] 1] 10
| 0.00]10.00]|50.00]|30.00]|10.00|
+ + + + L +
Private Road, Dr | 0 | 0 | 1] 0 | 1] 2
Way | 0.00] 0.00|50.00] 0.00]50.00]
+ + + + L +
Other | 0 | 0 | 2 | 1| 0 | 3
| 0.00] 0.00]|66.67|33.33|] 0.00]
+ + + + B e +
Total 137 349 1796 854 492 3628
Frequency Missing = 39
Findings

* The majority of all motorcycle crashes, and 80 percent of @l/$avere injury crashes, occur on two-

lane roadways.

*  Whereas moderate/minor injury crashes were equally likely ¢araen roadways with any number of
lanes, fatal/severe injury crashes were less likely to occur ane3dnd 4-lane roadways and more
likely to occur on those with 2-lanes.

* About 59.8 percent of all fatal crashes occur on state secondaryar@hds local streets.

Speed Limits and Travel Speed in Motorcycle Crashes
Motorcycle crashes were analyzed as a function of the roadvesyl dimit where the crash occurred and the
estimated travel speed of the motorcycle prior to impact.
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Findings

Not surprisingly, the risk of fatal/severe injury increases ligess a function of increasing speed limit.
In fact, more than 80 percent of fatal/severe injury crashes odatrepeeds of 40 MPH or higher.

Moderate/minor injury crashes were the less likely to occur adways with 60-65 MPH and 70 MPH
roadways, because even more severe injury was likely on these roads

Estimated speed of travel was strongly associated with anasly severity level with higher speeds
almost uniformly associated with greater risk of injury.

Whereas 13 percent of all motorcyclist crashes occurred at speeds @0 MPH, 21 percent of the
fatal/severe injury crashes were associated with such speeds.

Roadway Characteristics, Composition, and Condition in Motorcycle Crasbs

To determine the effect of road-related factors, motorcyckhesmawere analyzed as a function of the type of
road surface (i.e., smooth concrete/asphalt vs. more adeadesurface), condition of road surface (i.e., dry

road vs. wet, sandy, icy, etc.), road characteristics $t®ight vs. curve or other), and special road features (in
particular, work zones, bridges, and railroad crossings).

Findings

The type of road surface (i.e., smooth concrete/asphalt vs.egtgavement or other more adverse road
surface) was not found to be related to crash severity.

Adverse roadway surface conditions (e.g., water, gravel, owee found to be associated with higher
risk for non-injury crashes (20 percent) and lower risk for /e¢akre injury crashes (11 percent) than
would be expected if roadway surface condition and crash seweeite unrelated. This could be

associated with lower travel speeds under these conditigsis.fd® other injury was the same as for
dry/clean roads (69 percent).

About 34 percent of all motorcycle crashes occur on curved roadygayesits, though 46 percent of
fatal/severe injury crashes occur on curved segments. Curve@rstegrashes are more likely to result
in fatal/severe injury (23 percent) than are crashes on stesightents (14 percent).

Intersection was the special roadway feature most often assbevith motorcycle crashes of all types
(24 percent), but was not related to crash severity. Although erashelriveway intersections
represented only a small percentage of motorcycle crashes (8nfperthey were somewhat
overrepresented in fatal/severe injury crashes (10 percent).

Although railroad crossings and bridges are considered to betreaokerous for motorcycles than for
automobiles, only small percentages of crashes (0-1 percent) oueik tb coincide with these special
road features, and neither was related to crash severity.

Similarly, work zones are considered to be more dangerous forayolists because of road debris and
changes in the road grade associated with such areas. Only gpsroalitages of motorcycle crashes
were found to occur in work zones across 3 years (1-2 percentyrasites in work zones were not
associated with any higher severity level for the motorcyclist
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Alcohol and Drug Use in Motorcycle Crashes
The motorcycle crashes were analyzed as a function of wheltwhol, illegal drugs, or medications were
considered to be a factor in the crash by law enforcement.

Findings

» Alcohol use was reportedly involved in 8 percent of all motorcyskeshes, but 16 percent of
fatal/severe injury crashes.

* Whereas only 13 percent of crashes not reporting alcohol or ildrggl involvement resulted in
fatal/severe injury, 28 percent of crashes reporting alcohol sska@ in fatal/severe injury.

Safety Equipment Use and Vehicle Defects in Motorcycle Crashes
The motorcycle crashes were analyzed as a function of helragé @sd vehicle defects identified by law
enforcement during the crash investigation.

Findings

* The percentages of crash-involved motorcyclists wearing telmas uniformly high (91 percent)
across all years and levels of crash injury severity. Howéusmot known to what extent novelty (i.e.,
non-FMVSS 218 compliant) motorcycle helmets are being worhparthese are identified and coded
by law enforcement officers. It is also not known whether imptppe&orn helmets (e.g., strap
unbuckled) are coded as helmeted or no helmet.

* There was little evidence of a relationship between helmet usagerash injury severity, which may
be due to the high helmet usage rate.

* The most common motorcycle defect associated with the craskles by law enforcement officers
were tire defects, which were noted for about 2 percent of the esrashd were somewhat
overrepresented (3.5 percent) in fatal/severe injury crashes.

Summary of Motorcycle Crash Findings

* The overwhelming majority of motorcycle crashes involve deatimjary for the driver. Most crash-
involved motorcycle riders are men between the ages of 20 and 54.

* The typical motorcycle crash occurs between April and Octohea &riday, Saturday, or Sunday
between noon and 7:00 p.m., during clear weather on a rural two-&eesstondary road with a 55
MPH speed limit.

» Single vehicle (motorcyclist only) crashes represent abotibhall motorcycle crashes, and over half
of all moderate/minor and fatal/severe injury crashes.

» Both higher speed limits and higher speeds of travel were assbwighegreater risk of injury in the
crash to the driver.

» Curved roadway crashes are overrepresented in motorcycles@asth are associated with greater risk
for fatal/severe injury than straight roadways.

* Although railroad crossings, bridges, and highway work zonesoasedered to be more treacherous for
motorcycles than for automobiles, only small percentages ohesaf-2 percent) were found to
coincide with these special road features and none were relatederity.

* Rollovers, hitting a fixed object, rear-ending another vehible motorcyclist or another vehicle making
a left/right turn, and running off the roadway are the most harmfglgt&ting events of motorcycle
crashes.
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Fatal/severe injury to the motorcyclist was strongly assediatith head-on crashes, hitting a fixed
object, left/right turns, and leaving roadways.

The percentages of crash-involved motorcyclists wearing tbemere uniformly high across all levels
of crash injury severity. This does not identify if helmets worreveempliant or were the novelty type.

Over 400 motorcycle passengers were involved in crashes in 2008, manglofvene women who are
injured or killed as a result.

The following 20 counties had both an overrepresentation of esaahd severe injury/fatalities:
Buncombe, Burke, Catawba, Cumberland, Durham, Forsyth, Grahartipr@uiHanover, Iredell,
Mecklenburg, Onslow, Pitt, Randolph, Wake, Cabarrus, Davidsortpiia¥ohnston, Robeson, and
Union. These counties are in the greatest need of motorcyckeictas/entions.
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5. Pedestrian Safety

In 2009, there were 1,754 pedestrian-motor vehicle crashes that wateddp the NC Division of Motor
Vehicles.

Although crashes involving pedestrians represent less than 1 tpeftes total reported motor vehicle crashes
in North Carolina, pedestrians are highly over-represented irafadaserious injury crashes. Approximately 17
percent of the fatal crashes in North Carolina involved pedestria

Although the number of pedestrian crashes has remained somesdit aver the past few years, an apparent
declining trend in the proportion of disabling (A-type) injuries régob has continued. These changes, which
began in 2000 and echo those for all crashes, may result at lpast from new reporting practices (perhaps
more stringent definition of A-type injuries) instituted witke thew crash report form and instruction manual,
which N.C. began using in 2000. The proportion of reported A-type injurgedrbaped from 15 percent in
2000. The proportions of B type, C type, and no injury crashes havasedrproportionally.

Pedestrians should be expected to walk anywhere they are cibt prohibited and reasonable
accommodation for their safety and access should be providatroadways. Even on interstates, motorists
may have to walk from disabled vehicles, or pedestrians may trg$s busy interstates that pass through
urban areas. The tables, figures, and text that follow are inteadeghlight the characteristics of pedestrian
crashes and some of the pedestrian safety issues across NofiteCaé&ome discussion of potential
countermeasures is included. More in depth analyses of particcddiolts and conditions are required in most
cases, before definite countermeasures can be implemented.

Temporal Factors

There are slight fluctuations from year to year, but pedestrésimes in North Carolina are fairly evenly
distributed throughout the year. The highest proportions occurredydoe months of October followed by
September and May from 2005 to 2008. The lowest total occurred in Rgldoliawed by July for the six
years. Other months account for about 8 to 9 percent. Pedestisdnes peak on Friday (17.9 percent) and
Saturday (16.5 percent), with the lowest proportion occurring ode§uil0.1 percent) for the three-year.
Thursday also accounts for a slightly higher proportion than ateekdays at 14.7 percent.

Pedestrian crashes are most likely to occur in the aftern@beaaly evening between the hours of 2 p.m. to 6
p.m. and 6 p.m. to 10 p.m., with over half of pedestrian crashesiogcduring these eight hours. The mid-
day period of 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. accounts for the third highest prapoftrashes. There is no significant year
to year variability in these trends.

Temporal factors are doubtlessly related to exposure. Foegjreffect, enforcement or other safety measures would
be targeted toward afternoon to evening hours, with an emphasislaysfand Saturdays (evenings), with particular
emphasis during the months of September, October, and May. MMeafe in pedestrian crashes are likely related
to back-to-school periods, so special emphasis on enforcemendt achools during these time periods would be
appropriate.

Environmental Factors

About 40 percent of pedestrian crashes over the past few years hauedduring non-daylight conditions,
including dusk and dawn. Most non-daylight crashes occurred undeticosdif darkness. Over half of night-
time crashes occurred on lighted roadway segments, althougktalenmany occurred in unlighted areas. The
remaining 58 percent of pedestrian crashes occurred during dayligit hiarends are fairly consistent across
years, but there are slight year-to-year fluctuations.



The vast majority (above 93 percent) of pedestrian crashesurota clear or cloudy weather conditions, reflecting
exposure (fig. 5.D. year to year variation in the number of gast®irring under rainy, or other conditions (frozen
precipitation, or foggy/smoky, etc.) conditions, is also likely iecabn of exposure to these conditions (e.g., more
pedestrian crashes under snowy conditions in years when thestated more snowfall).

While most crashes (55 percent) occurred during clear or cloudiheveand under daylight conditions, 18
percent occurred during night-time on lighted roadways (cleeloady) and another 15 percent occurred
during night-time on unlighted roadways (clear or cloudy conditio@®untermeasures include adding lights
to non-lighted areas where pedestrians may be expected, as e@llation about pedestrian conspicuity:
wear bright clothing, carry lights at night, walk facing traffic

Pedestrian Characteristics

It is difficult to draw any conclusions about the year-to-y&atdiations in crash proportions by age group. The
51 to 60 year group has; however, shown numerical and proportioredses for three years while the 26 to
30 year group has shown a decline. These changes may reflectaadret® proportion of the population in
this age group, as well as possible changes in exposure (more walking)sanglgrandom variation. On
average, older teens (16 to 20) and young adults (21 to 25), accountedehdaregreater numbers and
proportions of pedestrian crashes than other groups, probablyingflgatater pedestrian mobility among these
ages. Beginning with the 41 to 50 year group, the proportion of crash imenvetarts declining as age
increases.

The proportions of those killed and seriously injured (disablipg tgjuries) is; however, higher than the
overall crash involvement for age groups beginning with the 31 to 40age gnd above. These results
probably ensue from differences in crash location and types dikesrdisat different age groups tend to be
involved in. Thus discussion of countermeasures will be includdekisdction on crash type involvement. The
results of increasing crash seriousness with increasing agéealgaeflect to some extent increasing
vulnerability, particularly of the oldest age group.

Males consistently accounted for nearly two-thirds (63 percéhe pedestrians reported involved in crashes
in each of the 3 years while females were involved in a little one-third or 37 percent of pedestrian crashes.

Although pedestrian crashes in North Carolina are most likelwtdve Caucasian pedestrians (approximately
48 percent), African Americans are almost as likely to be victipyeréximately 41.5 percent - Table 5.A).
Considering they comprise about 22 percent of the population livithg istate (2000 census data), African
Americans are clearly over-represented in pedestrian crasghiés Caucasians are under-represented based on
the population (about 72 percent). There appears to be a decreasing thengroportion of crashes involving
African American pedestrians, from around 45 percent in 1998 to ab&updrtent in 2009, while

involvement by other groups has increased slightly. Whether ttesistreflect changes in exposure (the
amount or conditions of walking) or other factors is unknown. AsiadNative Americans each account for
less than 2 percent of the total pedestrian crashes. Since ti2998awhen the state began identifying
Hispanics and persons of Asian descent on crash report formpanitis have accounted for about 5 — 7 percent
of the pedestrian crashes each year, and a comparable propbthierpopulation, 4.7 percent in 2000.
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AGE (Age of Pedestrian)

Frequency|
Row Pct [White  |Black |[Nat Amer|Hispanic|Asian  |Other |Unk

Table of AGE by RACE

Table 5.A

RACE (Ethnic Origin of Pedestrian)

95 | 129 |

< 16 | 3| 27 | 4 | 2 |
|36.2649.24| 1.15|10.31| 153| 0.76] 0.76|

16 to 17 | 38 | 40 | 1] 4 | 0 | 0| 1]
|45.24|47.62| 1.19| 4.76| 0.00]| 0.00| 1.19]

18 to 20 | 62 | 72 | 2 | 6 | 0 | 2 | 2 |
|42.4749.32| 1.37| 4.11| 0.00| 137| 1.37]

21 to 24 | 86 | 83 | 0| 13 | 0 | 0| 2 |
|46.74|45.11| 0.00| 7.07| 0.00] 0.00| 1.09]

25 to 29 | 76 | 55 | 0| 16 | 3 | 1] 1
|50.00|36.18| 0.00|10.53| 1.97| 0.66| 0.66|

30 to 39 | 138 | 98 | 9 | 17 | 7] 4 | 2 |
|50.18|35.64| 3.27| 6.18| 255| 1.45| 0.73]

40 to 49 | 151 | 116 | 6 | 14 | 0 | 2 | 1
|52.0740.00| 2.07| 4.83| 0.00| 0.69| 0.34]

50 to 59 | 101 | 83 | 1] 5 | 0 | 1] 4 |
|51.79|42.56| 0.51| 256| 0.00] 051| 2.05]

60+ | 106 | 53 | 1 3| 0| 2 | 1]
|63.86|31.93| 0.60| 1.81| 0.00] 1.20| 0.60 |

Total 853 729 23 105 14 16

Frequency Missing = 8

2 |

nown | Total

262

84

146

184

152

275

290

195

166

1754
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The investigating officer indicated alcohol use by about 16 peoé¢hé pedestrians struck by motor vehicles
over this period with the proportion apparently declining from ardigngercent in 2000 to 7 percent in 2005
but rising to 16 percent again in 2008 and 2009. (Table 5.B). Indicated ussotioesessarily imply that the
pedestrian was intoxicated at the time of the crash, only tldtadlose was detected.

Table of AGE by DRINTOX
Table 5.B

AGE (Age of Pedestrian)
DRINTOX (Pedestrian Intoxication Assessment)

Frequency]|
Row Pct|[No- |Yes- | Total
|Alc |Alc |
+ + +
<16 | 261 | 1] 262
[99.62| 0.38]
+ + +
16t0 17 | 82 | 2| 84
|97.62| 2.38]
+ + +
1810 20 | 131 | 15| 146
| 89.73 ] 10.27 |
+ + +
21to 24| 144 | 40 | 184
| 78.26 | 21.74 |
+ + +
25t029 | 121 | 31| 152
| 79.61]20.39 |
+ + +
30to 39| 204 | 71| 275
| 74.18 | 25.82 |
--------- R S
40to 49 | 216 | 74 | 290
| 74.48 | 25.52 |
--------- R S
50to 59 | 154 | 41 | 195
| 78.97 | 21.03 |
--------- R S
60+ | 154 | 12| 166
|92.77| 7.23|
--------- R S
Total 1467 287 1754

Frequency Missing = 8

Driver use of alcohol was detected in an average of 4 percent oftbesdnvolved in collisions with
pedestrians over the period. This rate is slightly lower thamalatetection reported for crashes overall over
the same period (5.7 percent).



Roadway and Location Characteristics of Pedestrian Crashes
Crash severity also tends to vary by roadway classificatioolé TaC).

Table of RDCLASS by INJ

Table 5.C
RDCLASS (Road Class) INJ (Injury Status of Pedestrian)
Frequency |
Row Pct |[Fatal |A B |C [No | Total
[Injury [Injury [Injury [Injury |Injury |
+ + + + e +
Interstate | 13 | 8 | 16 | 19 | 2| 58
| 22.41]13.79|27.59|32.76 | 3.45]|
+ + + + e +
US Route | 36 | 22 | 66 | 61 | 9 | 194
| 18.56|11.34|34.02 | 31.44| 4.64|
+ + + + e +
NC Route | 13 | 19 | 55 | 51 | 7| 145
| 8.97]13.10|37.93|35.17| 4.83]
+ + + + e +
State Secondary | 34 | 30 | 105 | 95 | 9 | 273
Route | 12.45|10.99|38.46|34.80| 3.30|
+ + + + e +
Local Street | 50 | 63 | 431 | 449 | 24 | 1017
| 4.92| 6.19]|42.38|44.15| 2.36|
+ + + + e +
PVA | 1| 1| 13 | 22 | 1| 38
| 2.63| 2.63|34.21|57.89| 2.63]|
+ + + + e +
Private Road, Dr | 0| 0 | 9 | 9 | 0 | 18
Way | 0.00|] 0.00]|50.00|50.00|] 0.00|
+ + + + e +
Other | 0 | 1| 0 | 0 | 0 | 1
| 0.00]100.00] 0.00f 0.00| 0.00]
+ + + + L +
Total 147 144 695 706 52 1744

Frequency Missing = 18

The majority of reported pedestrian roadway crashes occurreceane roads, while approximately 22
percent occurred on roadways with four or more through travel |aitese are year-to-year fluctuations in
most categories. These changes may reflect changes in theafxtsadways in operation with these numbers
of lanes, extent of walking on such roadways, or other factors.

When typing crashes, reviewers coded on average, approximatefiyustieof pedestrian crashes for 3 years
as having occurred at intersections, slightly less than onedwlfred at non-intersection roadway locations,
with the remainder occurring at non-roadway locations. Thegmsgions vary considerably by rural and urban
location.

Understanding the location characteristics of crashes (lbmtbers and severity) can help in determining where
to direct resources and countermeasures. Additional informatioaunty will be provided below. The types

of countermeasures that may be implemented depend; howevee, typek of crashes occurring at urban/rural
locations, by roadway type, intersection versus non-inteoseets well as other location variables. These
characteristics are discussed below.
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Counties
Obviously, the more urbanized areas tend to account for the higlrabers and percentages of crashes in the
state. The counties ranked by percentage of pedestrian-motde\@highes for the year 2009 are:

COUNTY
Table 5.D
Cumulative

COUNTY Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Mecklenburg 263 14.93 263 14.93
Wake 164 9.31 427 24.23
Guilford 156 8.85 583 33.09
Cumberland 86 4.88 669 37.97
Durham 75 4.26 744 42.22
New Hanover 66 3.75 810 45.97
Buncombe 53 3.01 863 48.98
Forsyth 44 2.50 907 51.48
Catawba 41 2.33 948 53.80
Gaston 41 2.33 989 56.13
Wayne 35 1.99 1024 58.12
Onslow 33 1.87 1057 59.99
Cabarrus 28 1.59 1085 61.58
Nash 27 1.53 1112 63.11
Johnston 26 1.48 1138 64.59
Pitt 26 1.48 1164 66.06
Robeson 26 1.48 1190 67.54
Davidson 24 1.36 1214 68.90
Randolph 21 1.19 1235 70.09
Union 21 1.19 1256 71.28
Edgecombe 20 1.14 1276 72.42
Iredell 20 1.14 1296 73.55
Orange 18 1.02 1314 74.57
Columbus 16 0.91 1330 75.48
Dare 16 0.91 1346 76.39
Harnett 16 0.91 1362 77.30
Rowan 16 0.91 1378 78.21
Cleveland 15 0.85 1393 79.06
Lenoir 15 0.85 1408 79.91
Duplin 14 0.79 1422 80.70
Rockingham 14 0.79 1436 81.50
Wilson 14 0.79 1450 82.29
Alamance 13 0.74 1463 83.03
Brunswick 13 0.74 1476 83.77
Henderson 13 0.74 1489 84.51
Burke 12 0.68 1501 85.19
Halifax 12 0.68 1513 85.87
Stanly 12 0.68 1525 86.55
Caldwell 11 0.62 1536 87.17
Richmond 11 0.62 1547 87.80
Scotland 11 0.62 1558 88.42
Pasquotank 9 0.51 1567 88.93
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Cumulative  Cumulative

COUNTY Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Vance 9 0.51 1576 89.44
Watauga 9 0.51 1585 89.95
Chatham 8 0.45 1593 90.41
Lee 8 0.45 1601 90.86
Moore 8 0.45 1609 91.32
Sampson 8 0.45 1617 91.77
Carteret 7 0.40 1624 92.17
Haywood 7 0.40 1631 92.57
Lincoln 7 0.40 1638 92.96
McDowell 7 0.40 1645 93.36
Craven 6 0.34 1651 93.70
Rutherford 6 0.34 1657 94.04
Anson 5 0.28 1662 94.32
Davie 5 0.28 1667 94.61
Granville 5 0.28 1672 94.89
Hoke 5 0.28 1677 95.18
Jackson 5 0.28 1682 95.46
Stokes 5 0.28 1687 95.74
Wilkes 5 0.28 1692 96.03
Alexander 4 0.23 1696 96.25
Ashe 4 0.23 1700 96.48
Bertie 4 0.23 1704 96.71
Franklin 4 0.23 1708 96.94
Gates 4 0.23 1712 97.16
Greene 4 0.23 1716 97.39
Northampton 4 0.23 1720 97.62
Chowan 3 0.17 1723 97.79
Macon 3 0.17 1726 97.96
Madison 3 0.17 1729 98.13
Pender 3 0.17 1732 98.30
Polk 3 0.17 1735 98.47
Surry 3 0.17 1738 98.64
Alleghany 2 0.11 1740 98.75
Beaufort 2 0.11 1742 98.86
Martin 2 0.11 1744 98.98
Transylvania 2 0.11 1746 99.09
Warren 2 0.11 1748 99.21
Avery 1 0.06 1749 99.26
Camden 1 0.06 1750 99.32
Caswell 1 0.06 1751 99.38
Cherokee 1 0.06 1752 99.43
Graham 1 0.06 1753 99.49
Hertford 1 0.06 1754 99.55
Hyde 1 0.06 1755 99.60
Mitchell 1 0.06 1756 99.66
Montgomery 1 0.06 1757 99.72
Pamlico 1 0.06 1758 99.77
Perquimans 1 0.06 1759 99.83
Person 1 0.06 1760 99.89
Swain 1 0.06 1761 99.94
Yadkin 1 0.06 1762 100.00



Summary of Findings

Pedestrian crash rates may seem low compared with overaliratas. The high proportions of fatalities and
serious injuries along with the need to provide a safe and encaysgimonment for pedestrians on roadways
warrants a serious effort to address pedestrian safety in our\8htie more crashes occurred in urbanized
areas, rural crashes tend to be particularly serious, witri2dveercent of those hit in rural areas killed or
seriously injured.

Crashes typically occur during daylight hours but night-time csaahe probably over-represented. However,
we have no exposure data to test this hypothesis. The majoritysbésralso occur during clear or cloudy
weather, also reflecting the greater amounts of walking/expdbat occur under these conditions.

The most frequent crash type involves pedestrian failure to yiestholtld be pointed out; however, that this
crash type does not necessarily imply fault. For example, a padasiy detect a gap at a mid-block area and
begin crossing, but a speeding motorist closes the gap soonexpgeted and strikes the pedestrian. While
the pedestrian may not have been visible and may not have haghtihefrway, the motorist was clearly at

fault under these circumstances by speeding and failing to sloavamthe crash.

Actual speed has not been directly addressed to this point, duediffithety in obtaining meaningful speed
data from the limited number of pedestrian crash reports. The eeidessed on national data suggests that
speeding is a contributing factor in crashes of all types, n#éliiohawering travel speeds may therefore help
prevent crashes and reduce the occurrence of pedestrians being/stdittnally, a widely cited study found
that when a crash does occur, the chance of death increasesaiinzat speed of the vehicle involved
increases. The chance of death is 5 percent at 20 MPH, increaaid§ fgercent chance at 30 MPH and an 85
percent chance of death, if the vehicle is traveling at 40 MPH.

The N.C. data included in this report, including the greater serioushesssshes in rural areas, the higher
proportions killed and seriously injured on 50 MPH and above roadavelyen interstate, N.C., and U.S.
highways, where speeds are significantly higher than in urbas anel on local streets, suggests that speed has
a serious effect on pedestrian crash outcomes, given thahacm@ss. Therefore, addressing the problem of
speeding statewide is a key to improving pedestrian safety as wedl safety of all road users.

Pedestrian Dart / dash crashes which typically (but not alwayslveehildren, and occur mid-block on local
streets is another crash type that warrants attention thoaiging these streets. Walking along roadway
crashes occur most often at night on unlighted roadways where ddellacking and occur in greater
proportion and number in rural areas than urban. Other high frequerstytgpes include unusual
circumstanceunusual pedestrian, and unusual vehicle type crashes. While thesetrsagm to lend
themselves to intervention, they illustrate that pedestriarigalgto be found in a variety of places and
circumstances doing a variety of things. Virtually everyone tmesoa pedestrian at some time and under some
circumstances. Therefore, pedestrian safety improvemertis gbates roadways are warranted to protect all
users, many of whom may not be readily apparent as pedestrians.

Providing space for pedestrians, facilities to assist safe ngogEbusy roadways, calming neighborhood
streets, and instituting appropriate speed limits and ensuringtitarists comply with them either through
enforcement or engineering countermeasures will help provide pootéar pedestrians and enhance the
quality of life throughout the state. Pedestrians should not fieddle to move about due to barriers of high-
speed and increasingly high-volume roadways with no safe jgacalk.
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6. Bicyclist Safety

More than 700 bicyclist-motor vehicle crashes have been repottieel kC. Division of Motor Vehicles
during 2003 and 2004 (773 and 818 crashes, respectively). This number jurip&drt@007 and increased
slightly to 774 in 2008, with a dramatic increase in 2009 to 835.

Although crashes involving bicyclists represent less than ohedralent of the total reported motor vehicle
crashes in North Carolina, bicyclists are over-representedahand serious injury crashes. Approximately 1
percent of the fatal crashes in North Carolina involved bidgcl3n average, 33 bicyclists were killed and an
additional 67 were seriously injured each year between 2003 and 2005.

The number of bicyclist crashes has fluctuated over the pastygaes but no obvious trend is apparent over
this time period. Over a longer period, crashes appeared to berpaiimMNorth Carolina until 2006 with the
trend ending in 2007. This trend may be a result of decreasing exposticeljgrdy among children. The
proportion of disabling (A-type) injuries has not declined as camtigtas A-type injuries in other categories.
This general downward trend in A-type injuries, which began withrafisignt decrease from 1999 to 2000,
and echo those for all crashes, may result at least in parh&ameporting practices (perhaps more stringent
definition of A-type injuries) instituted with the new crash reéform and instruction manual in use beginning
with the year 2000. The proportions of B type (evident) and C type (pssijiries have remained relatively
constant. The proportion of no injury crashes have increasedsi®to 11.3 percent over this time period.

Bicyclists should be expected to ride anywhere they are mzitysprohibited and reasonable accommodation
for their safety and access should be provided on all roadwayacfgasing emphasis on health and physical
activity and improving multi-modal access to roadways war@ntsideration of bicyclists whenever new
roadways are developed or old ones improved. The tables, figurdasxatitht follow are intended to highlight
the characteristics of bicyclist crashes and some of the bisgftty issues across North Carolina.

Environmental Factors

The vast majority of crashes occur under daylight conditiongeFourths of bicycle crashes with motor
vehicles occurred under daylight conditions. Eighteen perceantredcat night, with 10 percent on lighted
roadway segments and 8 percent on unlighted. There was a drop froasiiésqabout 2 percent) to 2 crashes
(0.2 percent) that occurred during early morning (dawn) hours from 2Q8@0R and slight year-to-year
increases in crashes at night-time (on both lighted and urdigbtelways). These results may be due to
random variation or may reflect exposure differences — more andass under those conditions.

The vast majority of bicyclist crashes occurred under dry weatinditions (clear or cloudy) on average, reflecting
exposure. Only 3 percent occurred during rain and less thanehpeccurred under all other conditions (freezing
precipitation, fog/smog/smoke, and other). Slight year to yeauétions in the number of crashes occurring under
rainy and other conditions, is also likely a reflection of expasuteese conditions (e.g., more bicyclist crashes under
rainy conditions in years when the state received more rainfall)

While most crashes occurred during clear or cloudy weather and dandight conditions, 17 percent occurred
during night-time on lighted or unlighted roadways (clear or clowagitions). Most bicyclists apparently try
to avoid riding during rain or other precipitation with only aboubhd a half percent of crashes occurring
during rain in daylight hours and slightly more than 1 percent doguluring rain at night, dusk or dawn. The
highest proportions of nighttime crashes occur during the fallmaftSeptember to November, with the
lowest proportion occurring during winter months. Countermeadurenight-time crashes include adding
lights to non-lighted areas where bicyclists may be expectasielhas education about bicyclist conspicuity:
wear bright clothing, and use lights at night, and perhaps incluemipders of decreasing day length as fall
approaches in safety publications.

62



Bicyclist Characteristics

It is difficult to draw firm conclusions about the year-t@ay#uctuations in crash proportions by age group.
There seems to be an increasing trend across the board witlge ghaups. Whether these trends will be
sustained or are due to random variation is unknown. We do not haveatifor on the amount of riding or
exposure within the state or among different age groups. Howewver afgesome suggestions that child
bicycling may be decreasing while it may be increasing among adults.

It is also difficult to draw firm conclusions about the relaship of seriousness of bicyclist injuries to age.
There is; however, apparently over-involvement of children 6 tatiGQ/aung teens 11 to 15 in serious (type A)
injury crashes, although not in fatal crashes. Adults 25 and up edseower-involved in crashes resulting in
fatal injuries, particularly the 50 to 59 year group. These resulggesalt primarily from differences in crash
location and types of crashes that different age groups tend to besohvua, rates of helmet wearing by
different age groups, and other contributing factors. The appa&a®iits of increasing crash seriousness with
increasing age may also reflect to some extent, increasingrability with age, particularly of the oldest age

group.
Males consistently accounted for the vast majority (85 peroébicyclists involved in crashes with motor
vehicles. These results are consistent with national data.

Although bicycle crashes in North Carolina are most likely tolresbicyclists of Caucasian racial background
(48 percent on average), African Americans are involved in alasosiany crashes (approximately 43 percent -
Table 6.C). Considering they comprise about 22 percent of persmgsiti the State (2000 census data),
African Americans are clearly over-represented in bicyclshas, and Caucasian are under-represented based
on the population (about 72 percent). There has been a slight decréesproportion of crashes involving
African Americans bicyclists, from around 44 percent in 2003 to atfbpercent in 2006. Asians and Native
Americans account for less than half percent and about 1 halhperespectively of the total bicyclist crashes.

Since the year 2000, when the state began identifying Hispanics andgpef#\sian descent on crash report
forms, Hispanics have accounted for about 1 —6 percent of the biayashes each year and a comparable
proportion of the population, 4.7 percent (in 2000).

Table 6.C Pedi cyclists by Race by Year

Race 2003 2004| 2005 2006 2007 200§ 2009
White 364 400 371 331 403 432 486
Black 345 364 337 280 287 274 298
Hispanic 11 17 45 30 43 43 30
Native 31 28 13 12 8 12 10
Asian 9 1 5 7 9 8 5
Other 7 1

Unknown 9 7 14 5 3 3 7

Total 776 818 788 667 757 774 843

Reported helmet use for bicyclists involved in crashes is egtydow, less than 2 percent on average. This
data is not; however, considered to be extremely reliable siterearf injured bicyclist is transported from the
crash scene prior to the reporting officer’s arrival. Néadess, we know from a 2002 statewide observational
helmet use survey that bicycle helmet use is unacceptably low. Oages) helmet use was estimated to be
24 percent among those riding on streets. Observed use for thase @bder was only 16 percent.

63



Helmet use was lowest in the coastal plain region, followetidpiedmont region and highest in the mountain
region.

The investigating officer indicated alcohol use by only about dgpeiof the bicyclists involved in collisions
with motor vehicles over a 5 year period. Indicated use does nasaeite imply that the bicyclist was
intoxicated at the time of the crash, only that alcohol use wasteéte

Driver use of alcohol was detected for an average of 2 percer dfitters involved in collisions with
bicyclists over the three year period. This rate is lower thahallc®tection reported for crashes overall over
the same period (5.7 percent).

Roadway and Location Characteristics of Bicyclist Crashes
Approximately 39 percent of bicycle crashes occurred at ruraldmsalast year. These crashes are more
serious and occur more often than urban crashes.

In 2003 and 2004, over 55 percent, on average, of bicycle — mbideva@ashes occurred on local streets, likely
reflecting more riding in urbanized areas and in neighborhodds.trénd continued in 2009 with 59 percent of the
crashes occurring on local streets. (Table 6.D) There wer¢oygaar fluctuations, but no obvious trends over time.
Nearly 20 percent of bicycle crashes occurred along state segoodtes (which include the former categories rural
paved and rural unpaved) between 2003 and 2005. Around 6 -eftpercurred on U.S. Routes and N.C. routes
between 2003 and 2005 but increase to 20 percent in 2008.

Crash severity also tends to vary by roadway classificatiomjgts be expected, with higher proportions of
struck bicyclists being killed on state secondary routes anddtreats.

The majority of reported bicyclist roadway crashes occurretvosladne roads and local streets, while
approximately 21 percent occurred on roadways with four or more thtcgth lanes (Fig. 6.D). These trends
were largely consistent from year-to-year

Understanding the location characteristics of crashes (lmtbers and severity) can help in determining where
to direct resources and countermeasures. Additional informatioaumty will also be provided below.

64



Table of RDCLASS by INJ

Table 6.D
RDCLASS (Road Class) INJ (Injury Status of Bicyclist)
Frequency |
Row Pct B IC |A |[No |Fatal | Total
[Injury [Injury [Injury [Injury |Injury |
+ + + + B +
Local Street | 226 | 226 | 23 | 15 | 5 | 495
| 45.66 | 45.66| 4.65| 3.03| 1.01]
+ + + + B +
State Secondary | 69 | 54 | 11 | 4 | 5| 143
Route | 48.25|37.76| 7.69| 2.80| 3.50]
+ + + + B +
NC Route | 46 | 40 | 12 | 3| 3] 104
| 44.23|38.46|11.54| 2.88| 2.88]
+ + + + B +
US Route | 35 | 30 | 8 | 3| 6 | 82
| 42.6836.59| 9.76| 3.66| 7.32]
+ + + + B +
PVA | 1] 4 | 0 | 0 | 0 | 5
| 20.00 | 80.00| 0.00] 0.00|] 0.00]
+ + + + B +
Interstate | 0 | 2| 1| 0 | 0 | 3
| 0.00]66.67]33.33] 0.00] 0.00]
+ + + + B +
Private Road, Dr | 2| 1] 0 | 0 | 0 | 3
way | 66.67| 33.33] 0.00] 0.00] 0.00]
+ + + + B +
Other | 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 | 0
| - | - - -
+ + + + L +
Total 379 357 55 25 19 835

Frequency Missing = 8

Crash Types

As with pedestrian crashes, the development of effective aoogdisures to help prevent bicycle crashes is
aided by an understanding of events leading up to a crash and uimgriiactors. Analysis of the data from
state crash report forms that are stored in electronic dasateserovide information on where bicyclist-motor
vehicle crashes occur (city street, two-lane roadway, int@adocation, etc.), when they occur (time of day,
day of week, etc.), and to whom they occur (age of victim, gendel oewepairment, etc.). However, provide
very little information about the actual sequence of eventsigddithe crash.

Each identified crash type is defined by a specific sequence osgaedteach has precipitating actions,
predisposing factors, characteristic locations, and somgtheracteristic populations, that can be targeted for
interventions.

Factors that may contribute to bicycle crashes with motor keshiicclude the position and direction the
bicyclist is riding. As vehicles, bicyclists should travel in direction of other vehicular traffic. Motorists do
not expect bicyclists to be approaching from the right, nor do ttEscethem on the sidewalk.
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» Thirty-three percent of those involved in crashes with motbicles, and for whom this information
was relevant (i.e., they were not on PVAs, driveways, trailstteer off-road areas) were riding facing
traffic.

» Eight percent were riding on the sidewalk.

* When bicyclists involved in crashes were reported to be ridintp@ sidewalk, in more than three-forth
of the occasions they were also riding against the directioafG€t(Fig. 6.10).

* When riding on the street in either a shared lane or bike lan®wldeh, bicyclists involved in crashes
with motor vehicles were riding against traffic 24 percent and 3peat the time, respectively.

» Adults were equally as likely as children to be riding facing taffi

Counties

From 2003 through 2005 the ten highest crash rate counties accountely f® percent of the state’s bicycle
crashes. In 2009, the 8 highest crash rate counties accounted for 6érf pethe state’s bicycle crashes.
This would indicate that bicycling is becoming more popular in urbasar€his is something that will need to
be observed in future data collections.

COUNTY
Table 6.F
Cumulative

COUNTY Frequency Frequency
Wake 100 100
Guilford 95 195
Mecklenburg 84 279
New Hanover 68 347
Durham 36 383
Buncombe 33 416
Cumberland 23 439
Orange 21 460
Catawba 20 480
Forsyth 20 500
Cabarrus 17 517
Robeson 16 533
Dare 15 548
Gaston 15 563
Nash 14 577
Rowan 14 591
Onslow 12 603
Cleveland 11 614
Wayne 11 625
Wilson 11 636
Carteret 10 646
Iredell 10 656
Pasquotank 9 665
Brunswick 8 673
Edgecombe 8 681
Pitt 8 689
Union 8 697
Lenoir 7 704
Moore 7 711
Stanly 7 718
Alamance 6 724
Burke 6 730
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Halifax 6 736
Harnett 6 742
Johnston 6 748
Randolph 5 753
Rockingham 5 758
Beaufort 4 762
Chatham 4 766
Currituck 4 770
Davidson 4 774
Hyde 4 778
Pender 4 782
Richmond 4 786
Columbus 3 789
Granville 3 792
Henderson 3 795
Hertford 3 798
Lee 3 801
Pamlico 3 804
Sampson 3 807
Cherokee 2 809
Chowan 2 811
Craven 2 813
Franklin 2 815
Greene 2 817
Haywood 2 819
Martin 2 821
Northampton 2 823
Rutherford 2 825
Stokes 2 827
Watauga 2 829
Anson 1 830
Ashe 1 831
Bladen 1 832
Caswell 1 833
Duplin 1 834
Lincoln 1 835
McDowell 1 836
Person 1 837
Scotland 1 838
Swain 1 839
Washington 1 840
Wilkes 1 841
Yadkin 1 842
Yancey 1 843

Summary of Findings

As with pedestrian crashes, bicycle — motor vehicle crashes@nepeitcentage of overall crashes. But when
collisions between bikes and motor vehicles occur, they are @ftious with 2.7 percent of those struck being
killed and another 94.8 percent being injured. More crashes ocatranized areas and on local streets, but
rural crashes tend to be more serious, likely because more occghenspeed roadways, predominantly state
secondary roads.

When motorists drove out into the path of a bicyclist, the cywbst most often traveling against the direction
of traffic. Wrong-way riding was also implicated in signahtrolled intersection crashes as well as motorist
drive-out — mid-block crashes. All of these crash types occuraftest in urban areas. Sidewalk riding is

particularly over-represented in signal-controlled irgetisn crashes as well as motorist turn/merge crashes.



Reducing crashes that involve crossing paths and turning vehiclesaienge. Obviously, reducing sidewalk
riding and wrong-way riding should help to reduce certain crgsdst particularly those involving motorists
pulling out to turn right at intersections or mid-block locagio@alming intersections by tightening turn radii,
enhancing intersection markings, and other measures may metput® turning vehicle crashes. Replacing
traditional intersections with low-speed roundabouts or miniitreifcles could help to reduce the frequency
and severity of intersection crashes with bicycles by forcimg speeds through intersections and reducing the
overall number of conflict points. Consideration must be givewgler, to the best way to accommodate
bicycles through a traffic circle — particularly if multiple larere involved.

Children were most often involved in mid-block ride out crash@s;aily occurring in urban areas, but
proportional to the overall urban crash rate. Calming speedxabskreets is one recommended
countermeasure for this crash problem.

Crashes that occurred in a greater proportion in rural areas themaneas include motorist overtaking crashes,
and bicyclist turn/merge crashes (about 61 percent each). Aduéower-represented in the former and
youth, 11 — 15 were over-represented in the latter. Many of thelibisyttirn/merge crashes involving young
riders seem to involve the bicyclist changing lanes to avoid artaking vehicle. In particular, narrow, high
speed roadways in rural areas need improvements to help b&yehstiding space on the roadway for
bicyclists through paved shoulders and in urban areas, through bikeolan&ening outside lanes would
address these issues. Educating motorists and bicyclists alfficitaves, proper passing, and sharing the road
are countermeasures for these two problems. Lower speeds wouielalssince rapidly overtaking motor
vehicles may have insufficient time to slow to wait for an appatggap to pass. Lower speeds also would
assist bicyclists that have legitimate need to change larteaspto merge with traffic.

Reducing speeds would help all crash types, since lower speeds hefgtsito avoid crashes and also reduces
the seriousness if a crash does occur. Lower speeds would helptey not only a safer bicycling
environment, but a more welcoming one.

Ideally, most bicycle crashes would be prevented through imptatienof appropriate countermeasures and
when a crash does occur, a properly worn safety helmet can providestigrdiection from a serious or fatal
injury. Helmet use is very low in N.C., only 24 percent over all, aeth éower among children. The 11 to 15
age group is most represented in crashes. Efforts to strengthemt sfgpe statewide helmet law and promote
greater helmet use are therefore strongly recommended.

As public health agencies are increasingly advocating for make &tms of transportation, i.e. bicycling and
walking, demand for safe multi-modal roadways will increase dwvecoming years. Adult bicycling already
seems to be on the rise. Providing for the needs of bicyclistsemtastrians on the state’s roadways should be a
key priority over the next period of road-building and improveisien
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7. Older Driver Safety

Introduction
More than 43,000 drivers age 60 or older were reported to have been dnvotrashes in North Carolina in
2009. This number includes a large number of drivers age 75 or older. Oldsraadudf particular interest
because of several reasons:
1) Citizens in this age group are increasing and can be expectedinoeaotincrease over the next 30
years or more. Whereas, the overall North Carolina populaiprojected to increase 46 percent by
2030, the age 60 and older population will more than double, from just ovelich @l 2.2 million
persons within that age range.

2) Declining functional abilities and health in older adults woutes to increased crash rates per mile
driven. Only 16 to 19-year-old drivers have higher overall cragls thain drivers ages 80 and up.

3) Once in a crash, older adults are much more vulnerable to injupit®d®ir generally lower speeds
and less severe crashes, older adults are 4 to 6 times moyedikie as a result of their crash.

This section highlights characteristics of older driver crashB®rth Carolina and identifies potential
approaches for improving the safety of this vulnerable population.

Older Drivers Involved in Crashes

On average, over the past year, 12.9 percent of crash-involvedsdn\orth Carolina were age 60 or older
(Table 7.A). This is in line with their 12 percent representatioharowerall population. Information on the
injury status of drivers involved in crashes is shown below (Tablg.7m/A2009, we found that the 60 and over
age group accounts for only 12.8 percent of the injuries and PDO crashissp\errepresented in the fatal
category at 20.6 percent. These percentages have fluctuatedcaashsgears, due to the relative rarity of
severe and fatal injuries, coupled with the relatively small nusniecrash-involved drivers in the oldest age
categories.

Table of AGE by INJ

Table 7.A
AGE (Age of Driver) INJ (Injury Status of Driver)
Frequency]|
Col Pct |[Fatal |A B |IC [No | Total
[Injury [Injury [Injury |Injury |Injury |
+ + + + B S —

15t024| 220| 410| 478013679 | 70797 | 89886

| 24.50 | 24.58 | 28.63 | 25.46 | 26.91 |

+ + + + SR —t
25t039| 207| 509| 498116544 | 79770 | 102011

| 23.05 | 30.52 | 29.83 | 30.80 | 30.32 |

+ + + + SR —t
40t059| 286| 536| 4771|16739 78456 | 100788

S S U S, —t
60+ | 185| 213| 2164| 676134057 |43380
| 20.60 | 12.77 | 12.96 | 12.58 | 12.95 |

+ + + SR —t
Total 898 1668 16696 53723 263080 336065

Frequency Missing = 4033
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Summary of Findings
* The number of crash-involved older drivers has shown only modests&s over the past 3 years, with
“baby boomers” having not yet entered into the ranks of older driver
* Once involved in a crash, older drivers are more likely than tbeinger drivers to be severely injured
or killed.

» Although drivers ages 60 and up make up only 7.5 percent of the crashethdoiver population, they
comprise 20.6 percent of fatally-injured drivers.

Temporal Characteristics of Older Driver Crashes

Three out of four crashes involving older drivers occurred betteehours of 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and
older drivers were especially over represented in crashesdret®e00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. Approximately two
percent occurred at nighttime after 10:00 p.m. Again, these findifigstrihe times when older adults are most
likely to be on the road. As drivers age, this pattern of midday crashesnes even more pronounced.

Older driver crashes are also more likely to occur on weekdalysugh the differences are relatively small.
Overall in North Carolina, 78 percent of crashes occurred on weekitonday — Friday) and 22 percent on
weekends (Saturday or Sunday). For drivers ages 65 and older, 81 peccerecdbon weekdays and 19 percent
on weekends.

Summary of Findings
* Older drivers tend to be involved in crashes during midday hours andekaays, reflecting the times
they are most likely to be driving.

Roadway and Location Characteristics of Older Driver Crashes

Overall, 62 percent of North Carolina crashes occur in the statets highly populated piedmont counties, 26
percent in its eastern coastal counties, and only 12 percenwiasitsrn mountain region counties. However,
the western part of the state is home to a disproportionate nufrdddeioadults and this is reflected in the
crash data. With increasing age, the percentage of crashes octuth@gnountain region increases, while the
percentage occurring in the piedmont counties declines. Forglages 85 and up, nearly one in five crashes
(19 percent) are in the western mountain region of the state.

Although older adults are under represented in crashes in the manepiedmont counties, their crashes are
equally likely to occur in urban areas and increasingly so with Again, this likely reflects their greater
exposure to potential crashes in urban driving environments and on odoaveys.

As drivers age, they are less likely to be involved in crashegdemstiaite and secondary state roads. Conversely,
they are more likely to be involved in crashes on U.S. route roadavad/on local streets. Their crashes are
also more likely to occur on private roadways, such as parkingekyscially for the oldest drivers.

Information with respect to the speed limits on roads mimicsoftvaiad type, with older drivers less likely to
be involved in crashes on higher speed roadways and more likelyrtedbeed in crashes on lower speed
roadways of 35 mph or less.

The crashes of older drivers are also much more likely than thgsermger drivers to occur at intersections
and especially those involving stop sign controls.
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Summary of Findings

* Nearly one in five drivers killed in crashes in the western moumnggion of the state is 65 or older. As
the North Carolina population ages, this proportion will rise, not innlyestern North Carolina but in
all parts of the state.

» Older driver crashes tend to mimic the locations and situatibesamlder adults drive, (i.e., on shorter
trips, lower speed roadways, around town, during the daytime, undealfide weather conditions, etc.).
Without more detailed driving exposure data; however, it is notlgedsi identify what driving
situations pose the greatest risk for older drivers. For examplteutzknowing how many miles older
adults drive on interstate roadways or at nighttime, it is not kndwath&r these situations pose a
greater risk to their safety.

Maneuvers, Contributing Factors, and Physical Conditions in Older Diver Crashes

The majority of all drivers (57 percent) are going straight édldzen they crash. Older drivers; however, are
less likely to be going straight ahead and much more likely toanma left turn. In fact, older drivers are
nearly twice as likely as younger drivers to be engaged in a Iefttaneuver at the time of their crash. Other
types of maneuvers where older drivers are overrepresented inglidirns, changing lanes, and starting in
the roadway (e.g., when starting up at a green light).

Like the youngest drivers, older drivers are more likely to be totedne or more contributing factors to their
crash. At least by this measure, middle-aged drivers, ages 45-64, asafdst”“drivers on the road. Moreover,
the likelihood of contributing to their crash increases agh. Nearly four out of five crash-involved drivers
age 85 or above were cited for some contributing factor to tteshc

Based on the first contributing factor noted when more thanamterfis cited, failure to reduce speed is the
most frequently cited contributing factor, but is most promif@ndirivers in the younger two age categories.
For older adults, by far the most commonly cited contributingfastfailure to yield. While only cited for 17.6
percent of drivers overall, it is cited for 31 percent of drivers &§e74, increasing to 41 percent for drivers
ages 85 and above. Other contributing factors that are oveseaprd among older drivers include improper
turning, disregard of traffic signal, and disregard of stop dd @igns (primarily the former). In contrast, older
drivers are less likely to be cited for speeding, careless/aggress/ing, alcohol or drug use, or following too
closely.

A final crash characteristic factor examined is the driver’siphisondition at the time of the crash. Although
in reality a driver variable, this variable can provide insight pdtential causative factors in crashes. Although
the vast majority of older drivers are identified as being in afiadrphysical condition at the time of their
crash, they are more likely to be impaired by a medical conditiday some other physical impairment.
Interestingly, even though older adults are much greater corsof@edications, medication use does not
appear in these data to be a factor in their crashes.

Summary of Findings
» Driver's ages 65 and older are more likely to crash while makinf tufe and the crash risk increases
along with their age.

» Older drivers are more likely to be cited for contributing tortbeash, with the most commonly cited
contributing factor being failure to yield to other traffic.

Conclusions

In terms of number of crashes, older adults do not yet represenifecaig safety problem in North Carolina.
However, this situation will change over the next decade as teedarell of baby boomers hit retirement age.
Based on population growth alone, older driver crashes will moneditiable over the next 25 years. Older
adults are by far the fastest growing segment of the North Ganodipulation.

The data analysis showed that while older adults represent 7.5tpafredl crash-involved drivers, they
represent 15 percent of drivers killed in crashes. They also rapedsrit 15 percent of pedestrians killed in
crashes.
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To reduce these numbers, most safety experts recommend a compesappsoach that includes
improvements to the driving environment (e.g., roadway markingsaggg traffic control, etc.), driver
licensing practices (e.g., increased screening and licensinigtiess based on driver functional abilities),
driver training and rehabilitation (e.g., driver refresher couesteptive vehicle equipment), increased public
awareness, improved vehicle design, and greater access totiabenmades of transportation.

8. Speed-Related Crashes

Driver speed is a function of several factors, e.g., posted spats] &lignment, lane and shoulder width,
design speed, land use, surrounding land use, traffic volumesniagre®f trucks in the traffic stream,

weather, time of day, enforcement, visibility, vehicle operatimyacteristics, and driver factors such as risk
taking behavior. Despite several studies that have attemptedidigstelationships between driver speed and
crash rates, the results are not consistent. Although themmésesadence to indicate that, on a given road
segment, crash involvement rates of individual vehicles ridetiwtir speed of travel, it is not clear if across all
roads crash involvement rates rise with the average speedfiof traf, we cannot assume that roads with
higher average traffic speeds have higher crash rates than roattsweitlaverage traffic speeds. Many have
argued that there is a relationship between crash involvemestaradl deviation from average speed. Speed is
however directly related to the severity of a crash.

In North Carolina, for each driver involved in a crash, the inyathg officer can indicate a maximum of three
contributing circumstances. These contributing factorinéeaded to provide information on driver actions
that likely lead to their involvement in the crash. These dmritng factors are not necessarily listed in any
particular order, i.e., it is not necessarily that the firstrdmuting factor was the most critical. There are 31
possible driver contributing factors and three of these redagpded: exceeding the posted speed limit, driving
too fast for conditions, and failure to reduce speed. It is impddantgte that it is very difficult to get an
objective measure of the true crash speeds of crash-involved veltlasers are typically based on
estimates by the investigating officer and/or self-reports by tlerdr

In the following discussion, ‘speed related crashes’ werdiftehby selecting all crashes where at least one of
the contributing circumstances for at least one of the drwasscoded as exceeding the posted speed limit,
driving too fast for conditions, and failure to reduce the speed.
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Severity of Speed Related Crashes
Between 35 percent and 40 percent of fatal and injury crashes adesla¢ed, whereas, 33 percent of PDO
crashes are speed related (Table 8.A).

Table of REPORT by SPDA
Table 8.A

REPORT (Crash Report Type)
SPDA (Speeding Involved Crash)
Frequency]|
Row Pct|[No- |Yes- | Total
[Spding |Spding |
+ + +
PDO | 92845 | 45475 | 138320
| 67.12 | 32.88 |
+ +

Fatal | 803| 433| 1236
| 64.97 | 35.03 |
+ +

4+
T

Injury | 42211 | 26680 | 68891

|61.27 | 38.73 |
+ +

Total 135859 72588 208447

Area Type

A higher percentage of fatality crashes are in rural areas andsamatsd with speed compared to urban areas
(Table 8.B). This is to be expected given that roads in rural areasaally associated with lower traffic
volumes and allow speeding.

Table of URBRUR by REPORT
Table 8.B
URBRUR (URBRUR) REPORT (Crash Report Type)

Frequency]|
Row Pct |PDO |[Fatal  [Injury | Total
+ + Fommmeeee +
Rural | 62024 | 878 | 31554 | 94456
| 65.66| 0.93]33.41|
+ + Fommmeeee +

Urban | 76296| 35837337 | 113991
166.93| 0.31]32.75|

Total 138320 1236 68891 208447
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Driver Age

The under 24 age group is associated with the highest percentage okefgeedcrashes (Table 8.C). As
drivers mature, the percentage of speed related crashes come doendr®ers are associated with the least
number of speed related crashes.

Table of AGE by spdv
Table 8.C

AGE (Age of Driver)
spdv (Driver Indicated as Speeding)
Frequency|
Row Pct [N Y | Total
+ + +
15| 395 | 109 | 504
| 78.37 | 21.63 |
+ +

+
T

16| 4178| 2169| 6347
| 65.83 | 34.17 |
+ +
17| 6111] 3207| 9318
| 65.58 | 34.42 |
--------- S S
18| 8155| 391012065
| 67.59 | 32.41 |

+
T

19| 8358| 378212140
| 68.85 | 31.15 |

-+
T

20| 7916| 341411330
| 69.87 | 30.13 |

21 to 24 | 28748 | 10589 | 39337

| 73.08 | 26.92 |

-+

251029 | 30076 | 8706 | 38782
| 77.55 | 22.45 |

-+

30 to 39 | 51888 | 12616 | 64504
| 80.44 | 19.56 |

-+

411049]48220| 9803 | 58023
| 83.10 | 16.90 |

-+

51t059 | 37238| 6634 | 43872
| 84.88 | 15.12 |

60+ |37913| 5963 | 43876
| 86.41 | 13.59 |

Total 269196 70902 340098
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Time of Day

More crashes are speed related between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m.m3:&@dp5:00 p.m., and 1:00 a.m. and
3:00 a.m. lItis possible that the relative high percentage of spetstiredashes between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00
a.m. and between 3:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. is partly due to young driversiwhtodschool in the morning and
drive home from school in the afternoon or it could also be acttenuting to and from work each day. The
relatively high percentage of speed related crashes betweenrh:Gihd 3:00 a.m. could be associated with
alcohol.

Month of Year
In the last few years, January has seen a significant incretigepgarcentage of crashes that are speed related.
It is not clear if this is a random variation or a systematic chenpe pattern for speed related crashes.

Day of Week

Friday is associated with the highest number of speed relatsldest However, Fridays are also associated
with the highest number of crashes. The percentage of speed wladbes are quite uniform over different
days of the week.

Road Class

Interstate highways are associated with the highest speedsédbay are designed to the highest standards.
The information in Table 8.D shows that the highest number andrage of speed related crashes occurs on
Local streets. SSR’s have the next highest number of speeztiretashes.

Table of RDCLASS by REPORT

Table 8.D

RDCLASS (Road Class) REPORT (Crash Report Type)
Frequency
Row Pct |PDO |[Fatal  [Injury | Total
Interstate | 6118 28| 2725| 8871

| 68.97| 0.32]30.72 |
US Route | 7474 | 54| 462612154

| 61.49| 0.44]38.06 |
NC Route | 6408 | 70| 4294110772

|59.49| 0.65]39.86 |

+ 4

State Secondary | 9137 | 205| 622615568

Route [58.69| 1.32]39.99|

Local Street | 15976 | 76| 865324705
| 64.67| 0.31]35.03]

PVA | 150 | 0 | 55 | 205
| 73.17| 0.00]26.83]

Private Road, Dr | 37 | 0 | 13 | 50

Way | 74.00| 0.00]26.00 |

Other | 53 | 0 | 27 | 80

|66.25| 0.00|33.75 |

-+ 4
T T

Total 45353 433 26619 72405

Frequency Missing = 183
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Speed Related Crashes by County

The rate of speed related crashes vary widely across Northndarounties. There are several factors that
may influence why a particular county may have a high or low rate od spiged crashes including: number
of young drivers in the county, extent of tourist traffic andtyppe of road system in the county including the
number of rural roads.

Summary of Findings
» Speed-related crashes are in general more severe compareespeadsrelated crashes.
» Speed-related PDO crashes have increased substantially astthed years. However, the number of
injury and fatal speed-related crashes has changed very litttgdhis period.

* A higher percentage of crashes in rural areas are associated wilhcspepared to urban areas.
* The 15-20 age group is associated with the highest percentage of dptstiai@shes.

* Alarge number of speed related crashes occur during the morningmeaketnoon peak, and
between 1:00 a.m. and 3:00 a.m.

» Interstates have the lowest number of speed-related crasihéise highest percentage of speed-related
crashes. Local streets have the highest number of speed-retkescibut N. C. routes and state
secondary roads have a lower percentage of speed-related crashes.

» Close to 80 percent of crashes where a rear-end crash wasttharfinful event, are speed-related. A
significant percentage of crashes (close to 50 percent) whefiesth@rmful event is a
jackknife/overturn/rollover, collision with a fixed object, anroff-the-road, are speed-related.

Enforcement and Public Information

Enforcement will be an effective speed management tool as Idhg pssted speed limits are credible. The
problem with traditional enforcement is their short-lived effeaeterring speeding. It may be possible to
boost the longevity of the deterrence effect if it is through a putfbecration campaign coupled with
enforcement. It would be worthwhile to target enforcement sffamtthose roads and times when speed-related
crashes are most common. Automated enforcement (e.g., photocatas used to complement traditional
enforcement techniques.

9. Occupant Restraint

Seat-belt usage in North Carolina is among the highest in tluenrthte to the primary enforcement law and
successful ‘Click It or Ticket’ and ‘RU Buckled’ campaigns. Theasled driver seat belt usage rate has
increased from approximately 65 percent in the early 1990’s to 89.7 per@&i.0.

Each year, GHSP conducts a statewide survey to determine thelseatbe rates for the state. This survey is
conducted in accordance with NHTSA guidelines and policies. Tés kitirvey was conducted following the
Memorial Day 2010 campaign. The usage rate for drivers at that timdet@rmined to be 90.4 percent. The
corresponding usage rate for passengers was 86.7 percent.

Typically, the piedmont and coastal areas have a higher belt izdegempared to the mountain region. This
year there was a shift in the usage rates. The usage rate in themgieegon was 91.1 percent and the
mountain region was 89.5 percent while the coastal region was 88ehpeCars, SUVs and Mini-vans have
the highest usage rates — all over 90 percent during the Memorial ay.slihe usage rates also increase
with an increase in age: middle-aged and older drivers typicalling a higher usage rate compared to young
drivers. There is a significant difference in the seat belt usage among men and women. The latest survey
found that approximately 93.5 percent of women used a seat beli@¥l8l@ercent of men used a seat belt.
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Restraint Usage in Crashes

The investigating officer provides information on restraint usagedlividuals involved in a crash. Based on
2003 North Carolina Traffic Crash Facts, over 97 percent of drivert/egt/an a crash in 2003 had used a seat
belt. Unfortunately, this information does not match the usagehatestestimated from the statewide surveys.

It is possible that in many cases, especially in PDO crashasy#stigating officer asks the driver or
passenger if they were using a seat belt and a significant nufrgeple who were not wearing a seat belt
would probably not admit to their non-compliance. In the casdalfdeashes, a more detailed investigation is
usually conducted, and can provide more accurate information ohexlzeseat belt was used when the crash
occurred. According to the 2003 North Carolina Traffic Crash Falctse to 58 percent of drivers who were
killed in a crash were wearing a seat belt (law enforcemeattes}). For A level injuries, the corresponding
usage rate was around 97 percent (self reported). For B and C injudeledNo-Injury cases, the usage rate
was between 89 percent and 99 percent (self reported).



Table 1. North Unweighted Weighted Sample Size
Carolina Seat Belt
Usage Rates,
Unweighted and
Weighted: 121-Site
June 2010 Survey
Category

Use % | Use % | SE%
Overall
Driver 90.5 90.4 0.7 23,538
Passenger 87.3 86.7 14 5,614
Combined 89.8 89.7 0.7 29,183
Urban/Rural
Urban 90.8 90.4 0.7 15,755
Rural 89.9 89.8 1.9 7,783
Region
Mountain 91.2 89.5 0.8 4,464
Piedmont 90.8 91.1 0.9 11,521
Coast 89.7 88.8 1.2 7,553
Vehicle Type
Car 91.6 91.4 0.5 11,434
Van 81.9 79.9 5.7 592
Minivan 94.8 94.5 15 1,605
Pickup Truck 85.4 84.1 1.6 4,465
Sport-Utility 92.2 91.6 0.7 5,262
Vehicle
Sex of Driver
Male 88.0 87.8 0.8 5,110
Female 93.7 93.5 1.0 3,971
Race/Ethnicity of Driver
White 90.5 90.3 0.8 6,771
Black 89.6 89.6 1.6 1,680
Hispanic 92.9 95.4 1.2 394
Native a a a 31
American
Asian a a a 101
Age of Driver
16-24 87.6 86.6 2.2 994
25-64 90.7 90.1 0.8 7,362
65+ 92.0 96.8 0.9 696
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Table 2. North | Driver (D) Passenger (RF)| Combined Sample Size
Carolina Seat (D+RF)

Belt Usage

Rates by

County,

Weighted: 121-

Site June 2010

Survey County

Name

Overall 90.4 86.7 89.7 29,183
Alamance 87.5 86.9 87.3 1,622
Buncombe 88.3 85.8 88.0 1,832
Burke 93.0 88.6 92.1 1,604
Craven 93.6 91.3 93.1 1,316
Cumberland 88.3 80.5 86.8 1,434
Gaston 92.1 86.7 91.1 2,063
Granville 86.7 85.6 86.5 1,730
Mecklenburg 91.1 87.5 90.6 2,514
New Hanover 90.3 79.9 88.3 1,561
Pitt 92.2 93.3 90.8 1,289
Robeson 79.2 69.3 76.7 718
Stanly 92.5 83.4 91.0 1,430
Wake 92.1 87.4 91.3 2,162
Wayne 91.3 88.5 90.6 1,235
Wilkes 92.0 91.9 92.0 1,028
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Table 3. Observed | Driver (D) Passenger (RF) Combined (D+RF)
Seat Belt Use in

North Carolina

(%), Weighted

Survey Periods

1999

Aprl 81.0 7.7 79.9
Junl 83.5 80.8 82.3
Nov2 79.7 71.0 78.6
2000

Jun3 81.6 76.1 80.5
Sep3 80.3 74.7 79.2
2001

May3 80.9 74.8 79.6
Jun3 83.6 79.1 82.7
Sep3 83.0 77.3 81.9
2002

Jun3 84.9 80.6 84.1
Sep3 84.5 76.5 82.7
2003

Apr3 85.1 79.2 84.1
Jun3 87.3 81.0 86.1
Sep3 85.7 80.4 84.7
2004

Apr3 85.2 79.1 83.8
Jun4 87.4 74.7 85.4
2005

Apr5 86.2 82.2 85.4
Jun4d 86.9 85.6 86.7
2006

Apr5 87.6 84.4 86.9
Jun4d 88.9 86.3 88.5
2007

Apr5 87.4 4.7 85.4
Jun4 89.4 84.7 88.8
2008

Apr5 89.4 82.8 88.4
Jun4 90.4 85.5 89.8
2009

Apr5 90.4 83.3 89.2
Jun4d 89.8 88.8 89.5
2010

Jun4 | 90.4 | 86.7 89.7
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10. Commercial Motor Vehicles (CMV)

Table of REPORT by CMVA
Table 10.A

REPORT (Crash Report Type)
CMVA (CMV Vehicle Involved Crash)

Frequency|
Percent |
Row Pct |
Col Pct [N Y | Total
PDO | 122324 | 15996 | 138320
| 58.68| 7.67|66.36
| 88.44 | 11.56 |
| 65.41 | 74.65 |
Fatal | 1087 149| 1236
| 052] 0.07| 0.59
| 87.94 | 12.06 |
| 058] 0.70]

Injury |63609| 5282 | 68891
|30.52| 2.53|33.05
|192.33| 7.67|

| 34.01 | 24.65 |

Total 187020 21427 208447
89.72 10.28 100.00

Summary of Findings

* Itis apparent that due to their size and weight, CMV involved csaamteemore violent as they represent
8.34 percent of all crashes in N.C., but account for 16.39 percenfatbdities in N.C.

* Itis also apparent that the when another vehicle is involved esh grith a CMV that the occupants of that
other vehicle are at higher risk of injury or death as 86 percent tdttities were in the other vehicle.

Table of RDCLASS by REPORT

Table 10.B
RDCLASS (Road Class) REPORT (Crash Report Type)
Frequency |PDO |Fatal |Injury | Total
Interstate | | I 2046i 3;O| 735| 2811
US Route ' | 1740 | 35 | 846 | 2621
NC Route ' | 1670 | 35 | 719 | 2424
State Secondlary | I2909 |I Zé | 842 | 3779
Route | | | |
Local Street | | I 6941 | 2I1 | 2095| 9057
PVA | ' | 421 | | 0| 24 | 445
Private Roaci, Dr |I 8I7 | | 0 | 4 | 91
Way . . | . I¢ | |
Other | '| 42 | 0 | 5 | 47
Total | I 155;56 | 149 5270 21275
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Summary of Findings

* Even though the highest percentage (42.5 percent) of CMV involveldesraccur on local routes, a higher
number of fatalities and “A” injuries occur on U.S., N.C., andestatondary routes, which are typically
two lane and higher speed limits, yet still have high incidencgt@fSections/access areas.

CMV Vehicle Type
Table 10.C
Cumulative Cumulative
VEHTYPE Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
2 ax, 6 tire trk 2151 27.68 2151 27.68
3 axle trk 973 12.52 3124 40.20
Truck/trailer 1141 14.68 4265 54.88
Truck/Tractor 150 1.93 4415 56.81
Tractor/semi-trir 3051 39.26 7466 96.08
Tractor/doubles 84 1.08 7550 97.16
Unk heavy trk 221 2.84 7771 100.00

Summary of Findings
* Tractor/Semi-trailer and 2 axles, 6 tires CMV'’s seem to be @mesented in crashes with 39.26 percent
and 27.68 percent involved respectfully.
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STATE CERTIFICATIONS AND ASSURANCES

Failure to comply with applicable Federal statutes, regulationdiegctives may subject State officials
to civil or criminal penalties and/or place the State in a high rsitge status in accordance with 49
CFR 18.12.

Each fiscal year the State will sign these CertificationsAssurances that the State complies with all
applicable Federal statutes, regulations, and directives tt &ffih respect to the periods for which it
receives grant funding. Applicable provisions include, but not limagthe following:

* 23 U.S.C. Chapter 4 - Highway Safety Act of 1966, as amended

* 49 CFR Part 18 - Uniform Administrative Requirements for GrantsCooperative Agreements to
State and Local Governments

23 CFR Chapter Il - (881200, 1205, 1206, 1250, 1251, & 1252) Regulations governing highway
safety programs

» NHTSA Order 462-6C - Matching Rates for State and Community HighwaéstysPrograms

* Highway Safety Grant Funding Policy for Field-Administereci@s

Section 402 Requirements

The Governor is responsible for the administration of thee $tighway safety program through a State
highway safety agency which has adequate powers and is suitably ecamgpedjanized (as evidenced
by appropriate oversight procedures governing such areas as procuferaeaial administration, and
the use, management, and disposition of equipment) to carryeoptdgram (23 USC 402(b) (1) (A));

The political subdivisions of this State are authorized, as ptre&tate highway safety program, to
carry out within their jurisdictions local highway safety pragsavhich have been approved by the
Governor and are in accordance with the uniform guidelines protaedifps the Secretary of
Transportation (23 USC 402(b) (1) (B));

At least 40 per cent of all Federal funds apportioned to this State und&Q@302 for this fiscal year
will be expended by or for the benefit of the political subdivisif the State in carrying out local
highway safety programs (23 USC 402(b) (1) (C)), unless this requirenvesatved in writing;

This State's highway safety program provides adequate and reasacaBkefar the safe and
convenient movement of physically handicapped persons, incluatisg tn wheelchairs, across curbs
constructed or replaced on or after July 1, 1976, at all pedestreswai&s (23 USC 402(b) (1) (D));

The State will implement activities in support of national highvedgty goals to reduce motor vehicle
related fatalities that also reflect the primary data-rélatash factors within the State as identified by
the State highway safety planning process, including:

+ National law enforcement mobilizations,

» Sustained enforcement of statutes addressing impaired driving, atuptection, and driving
in excess of posted speed limits,

* An annual statewide seat belt use survey in accordance withecegtablished by the Secretary
for the measurement of State seat belt use rates to ensure thatthegements are accurate and
representative,
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» Development of statewide data systems to provide timely andieffelata analysis to support
allocation of highway safety resources.

The State shall actively encourage all relevant law enfordeagemcies in the State to follow the
guidelines established for vehicular pursuits issued by the Intmaat\ssociation of Chiefs of Police
that are currently in effect. (23 USC 402 (b) (1) (E).

Other Federal Reguirements

Cash drawdowns will be initiated only when actually needed for disimanst. 49 CFR 18.20

Cash disbursements and balances will be reported in a timalyemas required by NHTSA. 49 CFR
18.21.

The same standards of timing and amount, including the reportaagbfdisbursement and balances,
will be imposed upon any secondary recipient organizations. 49 CFR 18.41.
Failure to adhere to these provisions may result in the terrmnatidrawdown privileges.

The State has submitted appropriate documentation for review timgltes goint of contact designated
by the Governor to review Federal programs, as required by ExecutivelQ8%? (Intergovernmental
Review of Federal Programs);

Equipment acquired under this agreement for use in highway safetaprageas shall be used and
kept in operation for highway safety purposes by the State; or tlee Bydbrmal agreement with
appropriate officials of a political subdivision or State agesball cause such equipment to be used
and kept in operation for highway safety purposes 23 CFR 1200.21

The State will comply with all applicable State procurement ghaes and will maintain a financial
management system that complies with the minimum requirerob48&CFR 18.20;

Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act
The State will report for each sub-grant awarded:

* Name of the entity receiving the award;

* Amount of the award,

* Information on the award including transaction type, fundingi@gethe North American Industry
Classification System code or Catalog of Federal DomestistAase number (where applicable),
program source;

» Location of the entity receiving the award and the primary iocaif performance under the award,
including the city, State, congressional district, and coumidyaan award title descriptive of the
purpose of each funding action;

e Aunique identifier (DUNS);

* The names and total compensation of the five most highly compédrmgaters of the entity if-- of
the entity receiving the award and of the parent entity of @ipieat, should the entity be owned by
another entity;

(i) The entity in the preceding fiscal year received—

(1) 80 percent or more of its annual gross revenues in Federal awaa{i$y $25,000,000 or
more in annual gross revenues from Federal awards; and(ii) the goksicot have access to
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information about the compensation of the senior executivé® aritity through periodic
reports filed under section 13(a) or 15(d) of the Securities Exchangd 2884 (15 U.S.C.
78m(a), 780(d)) or section 6104 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986;

» Other relevant information specified by the Office of Managdraad Budget in subsequent
guidance or regulation.

The State highway safety agency will comply with all Federalista and implementing regulations
relating to nondiscrimination. These include but are not lintde@a) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 (P.L. 88-352) which prohibits discrimination on the basis of ratm, @onational origin (and 49
CFR Part 21); (b) Title 1X of the Education Amendments of 1972, as achépde¢).S.C. 88 1681-
1683, and 1685-1686), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex; {©nS&@4 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. 8794) and the Amerithr3isabilities Act of
1990 (42 USC § 1210%&t seq.;PL 101-336), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of disalsilitie
(and 49 CFR Part 27); (d) the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amendedS(€2188 6101-6107),
which prohibits discrimination on the basis of age; (e) the Drug@&RiBce and Treatment Act of
1972 (P.L. 92-255), as amended, relating to nondiscrimination on tiseobasug abuse; (f) the
comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treattiand Rehabilitation Act of
1970(P.L. 91-616), as amended, relating to nondiscrimination on theobakishol abuse of
alcoholism; (g) 88 523 and 527 of the Public Health Service Act of 1912 (42.188290 dd-3 and
290 ee-3), as amended, relating to confidentiality of alcohol and Qusg @atient records; (h) Title
VIl of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 88 3601 et seq.), as amenelating to
nondiscrimination in the sale, rental or financing of housinpgny other nondiscrimination provisions
in the specific statute(s) under which application for Fedesitasce is being made; The Civil Rights
Restoration Act of 1987, which provides that any portion of a state dreloity receiving federal funds
will obligate all programs or activities of that entity to compithwthese civil rights laws; and, (k) the
requirements of any other nondiscrimination statute(s) whahapply to the application.
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a.

The Drug-free Workplace Act of 1988(41 U.S.C. 702 ;):

The State will provide a drug-free workplace by:

Publishing a statement notifying employees that the unlawful metouéa distribution,
dispensing, possession or use of a controlled substance is @malvibihe grantee's workplace
and specifying the actions that will be taken against employeesfation of such

prohibition;

Establishing a drug-free awareness program to inform employees about:

1. The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace.

2. The grantee's policy of maintaining a drug-free workplace.

3. Any available drug counseling, rehabilitation, and employeaassésprograms.

4. The penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug violatiomsing in the
workplace.

Making it a requirement that each employee engaged in the penicgroathe grant be given a
copy of the statement required by paragraph (a).

Notifying the employee in the statement required by paragraphafaatha condition of
employment under the grant, the employee will --

1. Abide by the terms of the statement.

2. Notify the employer of any criminal drug statute conviction foroéation occurring in the
workplace no later than five days after such conviction.

Notifying the agency within ten days after receiving notice under sagph (d) (2) from an
employee or otherwise receiving actual notice of such conviction.

Taking one of the following actions, within 30 days of receiving eaticder subparagraph (d)
(2), with respect to any employee who is so convicted -

1. Taking appropriate personnel action against such an employeeangbiteluding
termination.

2. Requiring such employee to participate satisfactorily in a dyugeaassistance or
rehabilitation program approved for such purposes by Federal, Stateabhéalth, law
enforcement, or other appropriate agency.

Making a good faith effort to continue to maintain a drug-free workglwugh
implementation of paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), and (f) above.
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BUY AMERICA ACT

The State will comply with the provisions of the Buy America A& (J.S.C. 5323(j)) which contains
the following requirements:

Only steel, iron and manufactured products produced in the Unitexs $tay be purchased with
Federal funds unless the Secretary of Transportation determatesith domestic purchases would be
inconsistent with the public interest; that such materials areeasbnably available and of a
satisfactory quality; or that inclusion of domestic materialsimgrease the cost of the overall project
contract by more than 25 percent. Clear justification for the paechf non-domestic items must be in
the form of a waiver request submitted to and approved by the SgaETaansportation.

POLITICAL ACTIVITY (HATCH ACT).

The State will comply, as applicable, with provisions of the Hat (5 U.S.C. 881501-1508 and
7324-7328) which limit the political activities of employees whose pai@mployment activities are
funded in whole or in part with Federal funds.

CERTIFICATION REGARDING FEDERAL LOBBYING
Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperdiyreements

The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge aaf tit:

1. No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or ohdfehalundersigned, to
any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer olerap of any agency, a
Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or anyaepf a Member of Congress
in connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, thengai any Federal grant, the making
of any Federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative agréeamehthe extension, continuation,
renewal, amendment, or modification of any Federal contreantf,dJoan, or cooperative agreement.

2. If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paltier paid to any person for
influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employkany agency, a Member of Congress,
an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Memngfress in connection with this
Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the unédrsigall complete and submit
Standard Form-LLL, "Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying," in adaoce with its instructions.

3. The undersigned shall require that the language of this ceitifida included in the award
documents for all sub-award at all tiers (including subcontrsgbsgrants, and contracts under grant,
loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all sub recigwaiitsestify and disclose accordingly.

This certification is a material representation of fact uporcvheliance was placed when this
transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this catitificis a prerequisite for making or
entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31,dd&e. Any person who fails to
file the required certification shall be subject to a civil pgnal not less than $10,000 and not more
than $100,000 for each such failure.



RESTRICTION ON STATE LOBBYING

None of the funds under this program will be used for any activityfggdy designed to urge or
influence a state or local legislator to favor or oppose thetiatiopf any specific legislative proposal
pending before any state or local legislative body. Such acsivitdude both direct and indirect (e.qg.,
"grassroots") lobbying activities, with one exception. This doepmmiude a state official whose salary
is supported with NHTSA funds from engaging in direct communieatwith state or local legislative
officials, in accordance with customary State practice, ev&chi communications urge legislative
officials to favor or oppose the adoption of a specific pendinglétgie proposal.

CERTIFICATION REGARDING DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION

Instructions for Primary Certification

1. By signing and submitting this proposal, the prospective primargipartt is providing the
certification set out below.

2. The inability of a person to provide the certification requiredvib&Vill not necessarily result in
denial of participation in this covered transaction. The prosegarticipant shall submit an
explanation of why it cannot provide the certification set oudveT he certification or explanation
will be considered in connection with the department or agencgsuiaation whether to enter into
this transaction. However, failure of the prospective primargiggaaint to furnish a certification or an
explanation shall disqualify such person from participation mttiainsaction.

3. The certification in this clause is a material representafifact upon which reliance was placed
when the department or agency determined to enter into this tians#cit is later determined that
the prospective primary participant knowingly rendered an erroresstication, in addition to
other remedies available to the Federal Government, the departnagetincy may terminate this
transaction for cause or default.

4. The prospective primary participant shall provide immediateenritbtice to the department or
agency to which this proposal is submitted if at any time the prospgetimary participant learns its
certification was erroneous when submitted or has becomeeeis by reason of changed
circumstances.

5. The termgovered transaction, debarred, suspended, ineligible, lower tier covered ttammsac
participant, person, primary covered transaction, principal, proposal, and voluntarilydeglas
used in this clause, have the meaning set out in the Definition®aecdhge sections of 49 CFR Part
29. You may contact the department or agency to which this proposatgsdubmitted for
assistance in obtaining a copy of those regulations.

6. The prospective primary participant agrees by submitting this prapasathould the proposed
covered transaction be entered into, it shall not knowinglgremto any lower tier covered
transaction with a person who is proposed for debarment under 4B&FER, subpart 9.4, debarred,
suspended, declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded fromggaation in this covered transaction,
unless authorized by the department or agency entering into thisdians

7. The prospective primary participant further agrees by submittingrdp®sal that it will include the
clause titled "Certification Regarding Debarment, SuspenBiiefhgibility and Voluntary Exclusion-
Lower Tier Covered Transaction,” provided by the department or g@erering into this covered
transaction, without modification, in all lower tier coveteghsactions and in all solicitations for
lower tier covered transactions.
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8. A participant in a covered transaction may rely upon a cetiificaf a prospective participant in a
lower tier covered transaction that it is not proposed for dedratrunder 48 CFR Part 9, subpart 9.4,
debarred, suspended, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded fromdbered transaction, unless it knows
that the certification is erroneous. A participant may decidertéthod and frequency by which it
determines the eligibility of its principals. Each participanynaut is not required to, check the list
of Parties Excluded from Federal Procurement and Non-procuré&regriams.

9. Nothing contained in the foregoing shall be construed to reqtaiglisement of a system of records
in order to render in good faith the certification required by tlaissd. The knowledge and
information of a participant is not required to exceed that wkiclormally possessed by a prudent
person in the ordinary course of business dealings.

10. Except for transactions authorized under paragraph 6 of thesetinsis, if a participant in a
covered transaction knowingly enters into a lower tier mv&ransaction with a person who is
proposed for debarment under 48 CFR Part 9, subpart 9.4, suspendedddetedigéle, or
voluntarily excluded from participation in this transactioraddlition to other remedies available to
the Federal Government, the department or agency may terminatanbkaction for cause or
default.

Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Respormsiity Matters-Primary
Covered Transactions

(1) The prospective primary participant certifies to the begsdiowledge and belief, that its
principals:

(a) Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarnotaredieneligible, or
voluntarily excluded by any Federal department or agency;

(b) Have not within a three-year period preceding this proposaldogercted of or had a civil
judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a ctioffease in connection
with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (Fedetale $r local) transaction
or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal or Stéiteust statutes or
commission of embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falaifon or destruction of record,
making false statements, or receiving stolen property;

(c) Are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally aillyi charged by a governmental
entity (Federal, State or Local) with commission of any of ffenees enumerated in paragraph
(2)(b) of this certification; and

(d) Have not within a three-year period preceding this applicatioposal had one or more
public transactions (Federal, State, or local) terminatedaiose or default.

(2) Where the prospective primary participant is unable to ceotifyny of the Statements in this
certification, such prospective participant shall attach atae&pon to this proposal.
Instructions for Lower Tier Certification

1. By signing and submitting this proposal, the prospective lower tigcipant is providing the
certification set out below.

2. The certification in this clause is a material representafitact upon which reliance was placed
when this transaction was entered into. If it is later deterntlmdhe prospective lower tier
participant knowingly rendered an erroneous certificatioadohition to other remedies available to
the Federal government, the department or agency with which thisctiansariginated may pursue
available remedies, including suspension and/or debarment.
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. The prospective lower tier participant shall provide immediattitevwmotice to the person to whom
this proposal is submitted if at any time the prospective lowepaicipant learns that its
certification was erroneous when submitted or has becomeeeis by reason of changed
circumstances.

. The termgovered transaction, debarred, suspended, ineligible, lower tier covered ttimsac
participant, person, primary covered transaction, principal, proposal, and voluntarilydeglas
used in this clause, have the meanings set out in the Definition arda@e\sections of 49 CFR Part
29. You may contact the person to whom this proposal is submittessistamce in obtaining a copy
of those regulations.

. The prospective lower tier participant agrees by submitting this gabihat, should the proposed
covered transaction be entered into, it shall not knowinglgremto any lower tier covered
transaction with a person who is proposed for debarment under 4B&FER, subpart 9.4, debarred,
suspended, declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded fromggaation in this covered transaction,
unless authorized by the department or agency with which this tramsaaginated.

. The prospective lower tier participant further agrees by subgnittia proposal that is it will include
the clause titled "Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspeniieligibility and Voluntary
Exclusion -- Lower Tier Covered Transaction," without mwadifion, in all lower tier covered
transactions and in all solicitations for lower tier covdradsactions. (See below)

. A participant in a covered transaction may rely upon a cetitficaf a prospective participant in a
lower tier covered transaction that it is not proposed for dedratrunder 48 CFR Part 9, subpart 9.4,
debarred, suspended, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded fromdbered transaction, unless it knows
that the certification is erroneous. A participant may decidertéthod and frequency by which it
determines the eligibility of its principals. Each participany niaut is not required to, check the List
of Parties Excluded from Federal Procurement and Non-procuré&regriams.

. Nothing contained in the foregoing shall be construed to reqtaiglisement of a system of records
in order to render in good faith the certification required by tlaissd. The knowledge and
information of a participant is not required to exceed that wkiclormally possessed by a prudent
person in the ordinary course of business dealings.

. Except for transactions authorized under paragraph 5 of thesetiosts, if a participant in a covered
transaction knowingly enters into a lower tier coveredstanon with a person who is proposed for
debarment under 48 CFR Part 9, subpart 9.4, suspended, debarred, ineligdiietarily excluded
from participation in this transaction, in addition to otheredims available to the Federal
government, the department or agency with which this transactianated may pursue available
remedies, including suspension and/or debarment.

Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility andvoluntary Exclusion -- Lower

Tier Covered Transactions:

1. The prospective lower tier participant certifies, by submisdiomproposal, that neither it nor its

principals is presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarmentediealigible, or
voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction by Begleral department or agency.

2. Where the prospective lower tier participant is unable tdycestany of the statements in this

certification, such prospective participant shall attach ataeagion to this proposal.
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POLICY TO BAN TEXT MESSAGING WHILE DRIVING

In accordance with Executive Order 13513, Federal Leadership on Reducing Text Messaging While
Driving, and DOT Order 3902.10, Text Messaging While Driving, states are encouraged to:

Adopt and enforce workplace safety policies to decrease crashed caused by distracted driving including
policies to ban text messaging while driving—

Company-owned or —tented vehicles, or Government-owned, leased or rented vehicles; or
Privately-owned when on official Government business or when performing any work on or behalf of
the Government.

Conduct workplace safety initiatives in a manner commensurate with the size of the business, such as —
Establishment of new rules and programs or re-evaluation of existing programs to prohibit text
messaging while driving; and Education, awareness, and other outreach to employees about the safety
risks associated with texting while driving.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

The Governor's Representative for Highway Safety has reviewed the State's Fiscal Year highway safety
planning document and hereby declares that no significant environmental impact will result from
implementing this Highway Safety Plan. If, under a future revision, this Plan will be modified in such a
manner that a project would be instituted that could affect environmental quality to the extent that a
review and statement would be necessary, this office is prepared to take the action necessary to comply
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.) and the implementing
regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR Parts 1500-1517).

L,

Governor's Representative for Highway Safety

State of North Carolina
Fiscal Year 2011

9/8/2010
Date
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FY 2011 Equipment Requests 5,000 and Over

Project Agency Equipment Cost

K4-11-04-01 Newton Police Department Vehicle $30,000.00
K4-11-04-01 Newton Police Department MDT $8,000.00
K4-11-04-01 Newton Police Department In-car camera $6,000.00
K4-11-04-02 Reidsville Police Department Vehicle $30,000.00
K4-11-04-02 Reidsville Police Department In-car camera $6,000.00
K4-11-04-02 Reidsville Police Department MDT $8,000.00
K4-11-04-03 Knightdale Police Department Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K4-11-04-03 Knightdale Police Department MDTs 2 @$7,000 $14,000.00
K4-11-04-03 Knightdale Police Department In-car cameras 2 @ $6,000 $12,000.00
K4-11-04-04 Lumberton Police Department Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K4-11-04-04 Lumberton Police Department MDTs 2 @ $6,800 $13,600.00
K4-11-04-04 Lumberton Police Department In-car cameras 2 @ $5,200 $10,400.00
K4-11-04-05 Pembroke Police Department Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K4-11-04-05 Pembroke Police Department MDTs 2 @ $7,650 $15,300.00
K4-11-04-05 Pembroke Police Department In-car cameras 2 @ $5,150 $10,300.00
K4-11-04-06 Street Safe Trailer $5,000.00
K4-11-04-07 Tyrrell County Sheriff's Office Vehicle $30,000.00
K4-11-04-07 Tyrrell County Sheriff's Office In-car camera $6,000.00
K4-11-04-07 Tyrrell County Sheriff's Office MDT $8,000.00
K4-11-04-08 UNC Public Safety Motorcycles 2 @ $25,000 $50,000.00
K4-11-04-08 UNC Public Safety MDTs 2 @ $6,000 $12,000.00
K4-11-04-08 UNC Public Safety Trailer $5,000.00
K4-11-04-10 Wilson Police Department Vehicles 3 @ $30,000 $90,000.00
K4-11-04-10 Wilson Police Department In-car cameras 3 @ $6,000 $18,000.00
K4-11-04-10 Wilson Police Department MDTs 3 @ $7,300 $21,900.00
K4-11-04-11 Franklinton Police Department Vehicle $30,000.00
K4-11-04-11 Franklinton Police Department In-car camera $6,000.00
K4-11-04-11 Franklinton Police Department MDT $8,000.00
K4-11-04-12 Holly Springs Police Department Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K4-11-04-12 Holly Springs Police Department In-car cameras 2 @ $6,000 $12,000.00
K4-11-04-13 Robeson County Sheriff's Office Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K4-11-04-13 Robeson County Sheriff's Office MDTs 2 @ $8,000 $16,000.00
K4-11-04-13 Robeson County Sheriff's Office In-Car camras @ $6,000 $12,000.00
K4-11-04-16 Henderson County Sheriff's Office | Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K4-11-04-16 Henderson County Sheriff's Office | In-car cameras 2 @ $5,200 $10,400.00
K4-11-04-17 Spring Lake Police Department Vehicle $30,000.00
K4-11-04-17 Spring Lake Police Department In-car camera $6,000.00
K4-11-04-17 Spring Lake Police Department MDT $8,000.00
K4-11-04-19 Buncombe County Sheriff's Office | Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K4-11-04-19 Buncombe County Sheriff's Office | MDTs 2 @ $8,000 $16,000.00
K4-11-04-19 Buncombe County Sheriff's Office | In-car cameras 2 @ $6,000 $12,000.00
K4-11-04-19 Buncombe County Sheriff's Office | Radar trailer $12,000.00
K8-11-02-05 Forensic Tests for Alcohol HGN camera $10,000.00
K8-11-02-16 Robeson County Sheriff's Office Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K8-11-02-16 Robeson County Sheriff's Office MDTs 2 @ $8,000 $16,000.00
K8-11-02-16 Robeson County Sheriff's Office In-car cameras 2 @ $6,000 $12,000.00
K8-11-02-17 Columbus County Sheriff's Office | Vehicles 2 @ $30,000 $60,000.00
K8-11-02-17 Columbus County Sheriff's Office | MDTs 2 @ $8,000 $16,000.00
K8-11-02-17 Columbus County Sheriff's Office In-car cameras 2 @ $6,000 $12,000.00
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K8-11-02-19 Conover Police Department Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-20 Glen Alpine Police Department Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-20 Glen Alpine Police Department Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-21 Hickory Police Department In-car cameras 5 @ $6,000 $30,000.00
K8-11-02-22 Maggie Valley Police Department | Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-23 Mecklenburg County ABC Board Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-23 Mecklenburg County ABC Board Golf cards 2 @ $7,000 $14,000.00
K8-11-02-25 Thomasville Police Department In-car cameras 4 @ $5,000 $20,000.00
K8-11-02-26 Troutman Police Department Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-27 Coats Police Department Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-27 Coats Police Department Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-28 Creedmoor Police Department In-car cameras 4 @ $5,000 $20,000.00
K8-11-02-29 Havelock Public Safety Light unit $8,000.00
K8-11-02-29 Havelock Public Safety Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-30 Pittsboro Police Department Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-30 Pittsboro Police Department Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-31 Rocky Mount Police Department Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-32 Anson County Sheriff's Office Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-32 Anson County Sheriff's Office Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-33 Ayden Police Department Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-42 Cabarrus County Sheriff's Office Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-42 Cabarrus County Sheriff's Office Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-43 VIP for a VIP Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-43 VIP for a VIP Generator $5,000.00
K8-11-02-46 Fletcher Police Department In-car cameras 8 @ $5,000 $40,000.00
K8-11-02-47 Iredell County Sheriff's Office Light tower $8,000.00
K8-11-02-47 Iredell County Sheriff's Office Trailer $5,000.00
K8-11-02-49 Winston-Salem Police Department | Vehicles 6 @ $30,000 $181,000.00
K8-11-02-49 Winston-Salem Police Department | MDT 6 @ $8,000 $48,000.00
K8-11-02-49 Winston-Salem Police Department | In-car camera's 6 @ $6,000 $36,000.00
K9-11-11-04 Weldon Police Department MDT's 2 @ $8,000 $16,000.00
K9-11-11-06 Morganton Dept. of Public Safety MDT's 2 @ $8,000 $16,000.00
PT-11-03-03-03 | Guilford County Sheriff's Office In-car camera $6,000.00
PT-11-03-03-11 | Tarboro Police Department In-car camera $6,000.00
PT-11-03-03-15 | Shelby Police Department Total station crash unit $17,000.00
PT-11-03-03-23 | Henderson Police Department Radar trailer $9,960.00
PT-11-03-03-24 Henderson County Sheriff's Office | In-car cameras 5 @ $5,200 $26,000.00
PT-11-03-03-25 | Rockingham Police Department Portable message board $16,000.00
PT-11-03-03-26 | NC State Highway Patrol Golf carts 5 @ $7,000 $35,000.00
PT-11-03-04-20 | Wadesboro Police Department MDT's 2 @ $8,000 $16,000.00
SB-11-13-01 NC Dept. of Public Instruction Buster Bus $8,500.00
SB-11-13-01 NC Dept. of Public Instruction Stoparm cameras 6 @ $5,333 $32,000.00
Total $1,930,360.00
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PROGRAM COST SUMMARY

The _Pro_gra_m Cost Sumr_nary for the Sta_te of North Carolina ¢smgithe GTS — 217 form as required by NHTSA. The hard copy of this
application includes a printed copy of this report. The electronig abthis application does not have the GTS — 217 included but can lssedce

by those approved to view the GTS — 217 reports by NHTSA.

Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary

U.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary
2011-HSP-2
For Approval

State: Morth Carclina

Page 1 of 9

Page: 1
Report Date: 09/28/2010

[Faecm ) prosee | pescription oo aeroves | Stois |[previews san][focres) || Siizace || Sher®
NHTSA
NHTSA 402
Planning and Administration
PA-2011-00-01-00 GHSP In-house P&A €324 828,00 $324,828.00 $324 . 828.00 %00 £324,828.00 %00
Planning and Administration $324,828.00 $324,828.00 %324,828.00 .00 4$324,828.00 +.00
Total
Alcohoi
AL-7011-01-00-00 GHSF 402 Hold Account %4, 500,000.00 .00 $4,500,000.00 %.00 %4 ,500,000.00 %.00
AL-2011-G1-01-00 SHSP In-house Alcahol PIRE £427,200.00 %.00 £427,200.00 %.00 5427,200.00 %00
Alcohol Total %4,927,200.00 $.00 $4,927,200.00 %.00 %4,927,200.00 %.00
Motorcycle Safety
MC-2011-08-04-00 Maogie Valiey Police Department ®3,.750.00 1,250,000 $3,750.00 .00 £3,750.00 £3,750.00
Motorcycle Safety Total %3,750.00 %1,250.00 £3,.750.00 %.00 %3, 750.00 %$3,750.00
Occupant Protection
OP-2011-05-02-00 GHSP In-house OF P1&E $362,400.00 .00 £362,400.00 $.00 %362 400,00 .00
OP-2011-05-02-00 El Pueblo, Inc. $54,984.00 .00 $54,984.00 .00 £54,984,00 .00
QP-2011-05-06-00 WNC Safe Kigs £103,745.00 <.00 £103,745.00 %.00 4103,745.00 %00
OP-2011-05-07-00 UNC-HSRC NC CPS Resource Center $134,250.00 .00 $134,250.00 .00 £134,250.00 .00
Occupant Protection Total - %655, 379.00 %.00 $655,379.00 %.00 %$655,379.00 %$.00
Police Traffic Services
PT-2011-03-02-00 NC Justic Academy $75.620.00 .00 £75,620.00 $.00 575,620.00 £.00
pT-2011-03-03-01 Ayden Police Department + 10,000 00 %.00 %10,000.00 . 0 $10,000.00  $10,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-02 Gamer Police Department £10,000.00 .00 ©10,000.00 £ 00 £10,000.00 $10,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-03 Guilford County Sheriff's Office £10,000.00 $.00 $£10,000.00 <.00 $10,000.00 $10,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-04 Henderson County Sheriff's Office %10,000.00 $.00 +£10, 000,00 .00 $10,000.00  $10,000.00
U.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
State: North Carolina Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary Page: 2

2012-HSP-2

hitps:/gts.nhlsa.gov/gts/reportsmew _reportl.aspreport=2&transid=41811

Report Date: 09/28/2010

Q282010
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Flighway Safety Plan Cost Summary

Far Approval

Page 2 of 9

[Freeam [ proseee || vescrivtion || brsmnrron || conis || oar || doereey || Stimmes || “iocer
PT-2011-03-03-05 Jackson County Sheriff s Office £10,000.00 £.00  $10,000.00 .00 £10,000.00 £10,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-06 Kitty Hawk Police Departmeant $10,000.00 500 £10,000.00 %.00 £10,000.00 L0, 00000
PT-2011-03-03-07 Lenoir Police Departmant $10,000.00 €00  $10,000.00 $.00 £10,000.00 $10,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-08 Mooresville Police Department $10,000.00 %.00  $10,000.00 $.00 $10,000.00 £19,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-09 New Hanower County Sheriff's Office £10,000.00 .00 $10,000.00 5.00 %10,000.00 510,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-10 Rockingham Police Department $10,000.00 £.00 $10,000.00 .00 $10,000.00 £30, 00000
PT-2011-03-03-11 Tarboro Police Department $10,000.00 .00  $10,000.00 $.00 $10,000.00 510,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-12 Bolling Springs Folice Department €3, 375.00 $1,125.00 £3,375.00 % 00 $3,.375.00 43.375.00
PT-2011-03-03-13 Hickory Police Department %9, 37500 $3,125.00 £9,375.00 .00 $9,375.00 £9,375.00
PT-2011-03-03-14 Kernersville Palice Department £3,200.00 51,100.00 %£3,300.00 .00 $3,300.00 5$3,300.00
FT-7011-03-03-15 Shelby Police Departrment £9,500.00 $9,500.00 £9,500.00 .00 $9,500.00 $9,500.00
PT-2011-03-03-16 GHSP In-house Points Program =.00 $.00 .00 $6%97,500.00  $697,500.00 %.00
PT-2011-032-03-1% Raleigh Police Department $33,486.00 $11,162.00 $33,486.00 $.00 £33,486.00 $33 486,00
PT-2011-03-03-20 Sampson County Sheriff's Office £3,375.00 $1,125.00 43,375.00 .00 $3,375.00 £3,375.00
PT-2011-03-03-21 Scuthern Pines Police Departiment $3,375.00 $1,125.00 $3.375.00 $.00 33, 375.00 $3,375.00
PT-2011-03-03-22 Carclina Beach Police Departrment $2.,478.00 “527.00 $52,478.00 .00 42, 478.00 $2,478.00
PT-2011-03-03-23 Henderson Police Departrnent 4£7,470.00 £2,490.00 $7.470.00 $.00 £7.470.00 £7,470.G0
PT-2011-03-03-24 Henderson County Sherffs Office $12,200.00 $12,900.00  $12,900.00 .00 $12,900.00 £12,900.00
PT-2011-03-03-25 Rockingham Police Department T$16,000.00 £.00  £16,000.00 %.00 $16,000.00 - $156,000.00
PT-2011-03-03-26 NCSHP $258,525.00 <00 $258,525.00 5.00 $258,525.00 £.00
PT-2011-03-04-01 Brunswick County Sheriff's Office €127 700.00 $127,70000 $127,700.00 s 00 $127,700.00 $127,700.00
PT-2011-03-D4-02 Marshville Police Department £30,578.00  $13,104.00  $30,578.00 .00 $30,578.00 - $30,578.00
FF-2011-03-04-03 Troutman Police Department $40,421.00  $17,323.00 %$40,421.00 .00 £40,421.00 $40,421.00
PFT-2011-03-04-04 Waxhaw Police Department $68,135.00 $29,200.00  $68,135.00 %00 $68,135.00 £68,135.00
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FT-2011-03-04-05 China Grove Police Department £25,073.00 $17,032.00  $28,073.00 £.00 £28,073.00 $28,073.00
PT-2011-03%-04-06 Guilford County Sheriff's Office £79,240.00 £33,960.00 £79,240.00 .00 £79,240.00 $79,240.00
PT-2011-03-04-07 Coats Police Department £33,770.00 $14,473.00 433, 770.00 .00 $33,770.00 £33,77C.00
PT-2011-03-04-08 Garner Police Department $109,513 00 %$46,935.00 $109,513.00 $.00 %$109,513.00 $109,513.00
PT-2011-0%-04-09 Aberdeen Police Department +35,9688 00 %$15.852.00 436,088 00 5. 00 36,988.00 $365,988.00
PT-2011-03-04-10 Alexander County Sheriff's Office £39,157.00 $16,781.00 %39,157.00 %.00 £39,157.00 £39,157.00
PT-2011-03-04-11 Ansen County Sheriff's Office £32,078.0C %13, 748.00 $32,078.00 $.00 £32,078.00 $32 078.00
PT-2011-03-04- 12 Conover Police Department $37,164.00 $16,056.00 +£37,4564.00 % 00 437,464 00 £37,464.00
PT-2011-03-04-13 Landis Police Departmeant £34,652.00 5$14,854.00 %34,658.00 %.00 +34,658.00 £34,658.00
PT-2011-03-04- 14 Laurinburg Police Departiment $42,420.00 $18,180.00 $42,420.00 £.00 £42 420.00 £42,420.00
PT-2011-03-04-15 Lexington Police Department £41,137.00 S17,630.00 $41,137.00 .00 $41,137.00 £41,537.00
PT-2011-03-04-16 Locust Police Department £29,393.00 $12,597.00 $25,393,00 .00 $29,393.00 $29,3932.00
PT-2011-03-04-17 Mint Hii Palice Department $£57,227.00 24,536,000 £57.227.00 .00 £57,227.00 £57,.227.00
FT-2011-03-04-18 Scotland County Sheriff's Office £29,990.00 $12,853.00 29,590 00 5.00 $29,990 .00 £29.950.00
PT-2011-03-04-19 Statesville Paolice Department £78,168.00 $33,501.00 £7H, 168,00 . .00 £78,168.00 S78,166.00
PT-2011-03-04-20 Wadesboro Police Department $75,066.00 £32,600.00 ©76,066.00 .00 $76,066.00 76,066,000
PT-2011-03-04-21 Wilkesboro Police Department £31,439.00 $13,474.00 $31,435.00 $.00 531,439 .00 £31,439.00
PT-2011-03-04-22 Wingate Police Department <29 301.00 $12,558.00 +£2%,.301.00 .00 £79,301.00 %29,301.00
PT-2011-03-04-23 Bridgeton Police Department <1&,633.00 £7,12%.00 $16,633.00 £.00 %15, 633,00 $16,633.00
PT-2011-03-04-24 Burgaw Paolice Department %35,884.00 31537800 %35,884.00 .00 $35 884 .00 £35.884.00
PT-2011-03-04-25 lones County Sheriff s Office 526,735.00 %11,.459.00 $26,735.00 500 426,735.00 $26,735.00
PT-2011-03-04-27 Maorehead City Police Department $32,168,00 %$13,786.00 %32,168.00 %.00 £32,168.00 $32,168.00
PT-2011-03-04-28 Mashville Police Department £52,001.00 $26.610.00 %62,091.00 £.00 452, ,091.00 %62,091.00
PT-2011-03-04-29 Pittshoro Police Departrment £40,365.00 $17,299.00  $40,365.00 %00 440,365.00 £40,365.00

U.S. Department of Transportation Mational Highway Traffic Safety Administration
State: Morth Carolina Highway Safety Pian Cost Summary Page: 4
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PT-2011-03-04-30 Sharpsburg Police Department £30,435.00 £13,044.00 $£30,435.00 $.00 $30,435.00 530,435.00
PT-2011-03-04-31 Wendell Police Department $86,395.00 £37,285.00 £86,085.00 $.00 £86,995.00 $86,995.00
PT-2011-03-04-32 Avery County Sheriff's Office $38,395.00 $16,455.00 %38,395.00 $.00 $38,395.00 $38,395.00
PT-2011-03-04-33 Cornelius Folice Department 368,320.00 <29,280.00 $68,320.00 .00 £68,320.00 $58,320.00
FT-2011-03-14-34 Hoke County Sheriff's Office $32,831.00 414,071.00 £32,831.00 $.00 $32,831.00 $32,831.00
PT-2011-03-04-35 Tredell County Sheriff's Office £74,216.00 £31,807.00 $74,216.00 $.00 $74,716.00 $74,216.00
BT-2011-03-04-36 Cabarrus County Sheriff's Office £56,651 .00 %3%9,708.00 $36,651.00 .00 £96,651.00 396,651.00
PT-2011-03-04-37 Hew Bern Police Department £10,650,00 +3,550.00 £10,650.00 .00 410,650.00 $10,650.00
FT-2011-03-05-00 NC Sheriff's Association £34,500.00 $.00 £134,500.00 .00 $34,500.00 5.00
Police Traffic Services £2,348,564.00 $871,278.00 %2,348,564.00 $%$697,500.00 $3,046,064.00 $1,973,919.00
Total
Traffic Records
TR-2011-1¢-01-0¢ UNC-HSRC Quick Response $40,100.00 $.00 $40,100.00 £.00 $40,100.00 +.00
TR-2011-10-02-00 UNC-HSRC NC Crash Data $48,959.00 5.00 £48,955.00 %.00 $48,955.00 5.00
Traffic Records Total $89,059.00 $.00 £89,059.00 %.00 $89,059.00 %.00
Railroady/ Highway Crossings
RH-2011-12-01-00 NC Operation Lifesaver $80,000.00 .00 $80,000.00 <.00 S80,000.00 S80,000.00
Railroad/ Highway %80,000.00 $.00 %$80,000.00 $.00 %80,000.00 $80;000.00
Crossings Total
Safe Communities
SA-2011-16-01-00 GHSP In-house $653,000.00 $.00 $653,000.00 .00 $653,000.00 .00
Safe Communities Total $653,000.00 %00 $653,000.00 %.00  $653,000.00 $.00
School Bus
SB-2011-13-01-00 NC Department of Public Instruction $71,200.00 %.00 $71,200.00 .00 $71,200.00 .00
School Bus Total $71,200.00 $.00 $71,200.00 %.00 +71,200.00 £.00
NHTSA 402 Total $9,152,980.00 $1,197,356.00 $9,i52,980.00 $697 500.00 $9,850,480.00 $2,063,669.00
U.S, Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
State: North Carolina Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary Fage: S
2011-H5P-2 Report Date: 09/28/2010
For Approval
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405 OP SAFETEA-LU
K2-2011-07-00-00 GHSP 405 Hold Accounts $1,500,000.00 $.00  $1,500,000.00 5.00  $1,500,000.00 5.00
K2-2011-07-01-00 GHSP [n-house Click it Media Buys $835,000.00 $.00 $835,000.00  -$500,000,.00 $335,000.00 $.00
405 Occupant Prutecﬂot: $2,335,000.00 $.00 $2,335,000.00 -$500,000.00 $1,835,000.00 %$.00
Tota
405 OP SAFETEA-LU Total $2,335,000.00 $.00 $2,335,000.00 -$500,000.00 $1,835,000.00 $.00
NHTSA 406
K4-2011-04-00-00 GHSP 405 Hold Accounts $3,500,000.00 $.00  $3,500,000.00 £.00  $3,500,000.00 £.00
K4-2011-04-01-00 Newton Police Department £86,028 00 $15,182.00 £86,028.00 5.00 $86,028.00 $86,028.00
K4-2011-04-02-00 Reidsville Police Department $60,141 .00 $14,143.00 $80,141.00 $.00 $60,141.00 $80,141.00
K4 2011 04-03-00 Knightdale Public Safety Department £223,690.00 $39,510.00  $223,890.00 £.00 $223,890.00 $223,890.00
K4-2011-04-04-00 Lumberton Police Department $175,855.00 $31,033.00  $175.855.00 $.00 4175,855,00 $175,855.00
K4-2011-04-05-00 Pembroke Folice Department $157,714.00 $27,832.00 $157,714.00 $.00 £157,714.00 $157,714.00
K4-2011-04-05-00 StreetSale $6,500.00 £.00 $6,500.00 $.00 $6,500.00  $6,500.00
Ka-2011-04-07-00 Tyrrell County Sheriff's Office $81,317.00 $14,350.00 £81,317.00 5.00 $81,317.00 $81,317.00
Ka-2011-04-08-00 UNC-CH Department of Public Safety 463,000.00 $21,000.00 $63,000.00 £.00 £63,000.00 $63,000.00
K4-2011-04-10-00 Wilson Police Department $302,014.00 $53,286.00 $302,0614.00 $.00 $302,014.00 $302,014.00
K4-2011-04-11-00 Franklintan Police Department $84,674.00 $14,943.00 $84,674.00 $.00 £84,674.00 $84,674.00
K4-2011-04-12-00 Helly Springs Police Department £167,169.00 $29,501.00  3167,169.00 $.00 $157,169.00 $167,169.00
K4-2011-04-13-00 Robeson County Sherlff's Office $181,200.00 £32,000.00  $181,200.00 £.00 $181,200.00 $181,200.00
K4-2011-04-14-00 Haywood County Sherlff's Office $219,801.00 $38,789.00  3$219,801.00 $.00 $219,801.00 $219,B01.00
K4-2011-04-15-00 Harnett County Sheriff's Office $194,525.00 $34,328.00 £194,525.00 £.00 $194,525.00 $194,525.00
K4-2011-04-16-00 Henderson County Shefiff's Office $182,458.00 $32,198.00  $182,458.00 S %.00 $182,458.00 $182,456.00
K4-2011-04-17-00 Spring Lake Police Department £99 462.00 $17,551.00 $99,462.00 5.00 $90 462.00  $99,462.00
K4-2011-04-18-00 Buncombe County Sheriff's Office $133,204.00 .00 $133,904.00 $.00 $133,904.00 $133,904.00
hitps:/ots.nhtsa.gov. gisfreports/new report Lasplrepori™ 2&transid=41811 GI2RI2010
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Ka-2011-04-19-00 Buncombe County Sheriff's Office £62,500.00 $62,500.00 $62,500.00 $.00 $52,500.00 £62,500.00
406 Safety Belts Incentive $6,002,152.00 %478,156.00 %6,002,152.00 %.00 %6,002,152.00 $2,502,152.00
Total
NHMTSA 406 Tatal $6,002,152.00 $478,156.00 $6,002, 152.60 $.00 $6,002,152.00 $2,502,152.00
J08 Data Program SAFETEA-LU
K9-2011-11-00-00 GHSP 408 Hold Account % 100,000,000 .00 5100,000.00 500 F100.000.00 .00
K9-2011-11-04-00 Weldon Police Department £8,000.00 $8,000.00 £8,000.00 .00 48,000.00 $8.000.00
KG-2011-11-06-00 Morganton Department of Public Safety £8,000,00 «8,000.0:0 58,000,000 % 00 $3,000.00 $8,000.00
K9-2011-11-07-00 Syiva Police Departiment $4,132.00 £4,132.00 54,132.00 .00 $4,132,00 44,132.00
K9-2011-11-11-00 Rocky Mount Police Oepamment 54, 000,00 $4,000.00 %4, 00000 %.00 s, 000, 00 %4,000.00
K9-2011-11-12-00 Warrentar Police Department $5.425 00 $1,809.00 €5, 425.00 £.00 $5,425.00 1542500
408 Data Program $129 557.00 %$25,941.00 %129,557.00 %.00 %129 ,557.00 %$29,557.00
Incentive Total
408 Data Program 5$129,557.00 $25,941.00 $129,557.00 .00 $129.557.00 £29,.557.00
SAFETEA-LU Total
410 Alcohol SAFETEA-LU
KE-2011-02-00-00 GHSP 410 Haold Account $4,000,000.00 .00 %4 000,000 00 .00 $4,000,000.00 5.00
KE-2011-02-07-00 GHSP In-house Alcohol Media B Education $410,000.00 $.00 $410,000.00 .00 $410,000.00 $.00
Ka8-2011-02-02-00 Forensic Tests for Alcohol Batmobile $109,340.00 %.00 £109,340.00 .00 £109,340.00 5 .00
K8-2011-02-03-00 Forensic Tests for Alcohol Research Scie $434,.000.00 £.00 %434 000,00 %.0G $434,000.00 %00
Kf-2011-02-04-00 Forensic Tests for Alcohel DRE $212,431.00 .00 £212,431.00 %.00 £212,431.00 $.00
®G§-2011-02-05-00 Forensic Tests for Alcohol SFST %118,500.00 .00 118 500.00 .00 $118,500.00 $.00
K8-2011-02-06-00 NC Conference of DA's 440,942 00 <00 £440,942 .00 %.00 £440,942.00 & 00
K8-2011-02-07-00 AOC-Pitt County $46,799.00 .00 46,799.00 £.00 $46,799,00 .00
K8-2011-02-08-00 AOC-Wayne County $117,348.00 .00 £$117,348.00 $.0a $117,348.00 .00
KB-2011-02-09-00 AQC-Buncombe County £44,78%.00 %.00 $44 789.00 %, 00 %41, 789.00 $.00
K8-2011-02-10-00 ADC-New Hanover County 554,296.00 .00 $54,296.00 $.00 $54,.296.00 $.00

hitps:/gts.nhisa gov- gts/reports new reportLasp?report=2&ransid==1 811 9IE2010
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KB8-2011-02-11-00 AGC-Johnston County $176,407.00 £.00 51?5,40?.00 $.00 S176,407.00 .00
K8-2011-02-12-00 ADC-Wake County $136,685.00 4.00 $136,685.00 $.00  $136,685.00 $.00
K8-20t1-02-13-00 AQC-Columbus County $205,135.00 $.00 $205,131.00 $.00 $205,131.00 %.00
K&-2011-02-15-00 SADD $12,000.00 %.00 $12,000.00 £.00 41200000 %i2,000.00
KRB-2011-02-16-00 Robeson County Sheriff's Office £213,200.00 £.00 $213,200.00 $.00 $213,200.00 $213,200.00
K8-2011-02-17-00 Calumbus County Sheriff's Office $202,423 G0 $.00 $202,423.00 $.00 $202,423.00 $202,423.00
¥8-2011-02-18-00 Boona Police Department $13,848.00 +.00  513.848.00 £.00 $13,848.00 $13,848.00
KE-2011-02-19-00 Conover Police Departiment $9,900.00 .00  $9,900.00 $.00 $9,900.00 $9,900.00
KE-2011-02-20-00 Glen Alpine Police Department £17,150.00 s.00  $17,150.00 £.00 $17,150.00 $17,150.90
KE-2011-02-21-00 Hickory Police Department £15,000.00 $15,000.00 $15,000.00 .00  £15,000.00 $15,000.00
KB-2011-02-22-00 Maggie Valley Police Department %8,000.00 $.00  $8,000.00 .00 £8,000.00 %6,000.00
K&-2011-02-23-00 Mecklenburg County ABC Board Law Enforce $14,250.00 $4,750.00 $14,250.00 .00 $14,250.00 $14,250.00
K8-2011-02-24-00 Sylva Police Department $4,923.00  $4,923.00  $4,923.00 5.00 $4,923.00 $4,923.00
K8-2011-02-25-00 Thomasville Police Department ©10,000.00 $10,000.00 $10,000.00 £.00  $10,000.00 $10,000.00
K&-2011-02-26-00 Troutman Police Department . $18,550.00 .00 $18,550.00 £.00  $18,550.00 $18,550.00
KE-2011-02-27-00 Coats Police Department ' $17,250.00 $.00 $17,250.00 +.00 417,250.00 $17,250.00
K8-2011-02-28-00 Creedmaoor Police Department $10,000.00 $10,000.00  $10,000.00 £.00  s10,000.00 $10,000.00
KB-2011-02-29-00 Havelock Police Department %18 900,00 .00 518,%00.00 5. 00 $£18,300.00 418,200.00
K8-2011-02-30-00 Pittsboro Police Department - %20,302.00 $.00  $20,902.00 .00 $20,902700  $20,902.00
K8-2011-02-31-00 Rocky Mount Police Department 48,000.00 $.00 $8,000.00 5.00 $8,000.00 $8,000.00
KB-2011-D2-32-00 Anson County Sheriff's Office $19,550.00 $.00 %13 ,550.00 £.00  $19,550.00  $1%.550.00
KB-2011-02-33-00 Ayden Police Departrment 58,000.00 $.00  $8,000.00 £.00 48,000 00 58, 000,00
K8-2011-02-34-00 Justice In Motion £32,097.00 £.00  $2,007.00 £.00 $2,097.00 $2.097.00
K8-2011-02-35-00 Kill Devil Hills Police Department $159,125.00 $68,197.00 %159,125.00 .00 $159,125.00 %15%,125.00

Uu.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
State: Morth Carolina Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary Page: 8
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KE8-2011-02-36-00 Biscoe Police Department 52,400.00 £800.00 52,400.00 .00 $2 400,00 £2,400.00
KB-2011-02-37-00 Mount Gilead Police Department £12,350.00 %.00 $12,350.00 £.00 %12,350.00 $12,350.00
KR-2011-02-38-00 NCSHP-In Car Video Camera $£179,820.00 %.00 £179,820.00 £.00 $179,820.00 <. 00
KH-2011-02-39-00 Whispering Pines Police Department $1,500.00 .00 %1,500.00 5.00 41,500.00 $1,500.00
K8-2011-02-40-00 Alcohol Law Enforcment £50,000.00 £.00 $50,000.00 $.00 £50,000.00 .00
K8-2011-02-41-00 MADD £111,700.00 5.00 £111,700.00 .00 %111,700.00 .00
K&-2011-02-42-00 Cabarrus County Sheriff's Office $20,425.00 %.00 $20,425.00 5.00 $20,425.00 $20,425.00
K&8-2011-02-43-00 VIP for VIP 410,000.00 $.00 %10,000.00 £.00 $10,000.00 .00
K§-2011-02-44-00 ADC-Forsyth County $51,651.00 £.00 $51.6B21.00 €.00 £51,891.00 .00
KB-2011-02-45-00 El Pueblo, Inc, <54,984,00 $.00 554,984.00 $.00 £54,98:4.00 .00
KB-2011-02-46-00 Fletcher Police Department $36,450.00 $12,150.00 £36,450.00 $.00 $36,450.00 £36,450.00
KR-2011-032-47-00 lredail County Shenffs Office $19,050.00 $.00 $15,050.00 £.00 419,050.00 %£19,050.00
K&-2011-02-49-00 Winston Salemn Poiice Departmeant $769,420.00 $.00 $769,420.00 -$30,000.00 $735,420.00 $739,420.00
210 Alcohol SAFETEA-LU £8,620,726.00 $125,820.00 %8629,726.00 -3$30,000.00 $8,599,726.00 $1,634,663.00
Total
2010 Motorcycie Safety
KE-2011-09-00-00 GHSP 2010 Held Account £200,000.00 .00 $200,000.00 $.00 $200,000.00 %.00
KE-2011-09-01-00 GHSP In-house Motorcycie Safety $107,500.00 $.00 $107,500.00 5.00 $107,500.80 %.00
K6-2011-09-02-00 NC Motorcycile Safety Educartion Program £35,500.00 $35,500.00 $35,500.00 .00 $35,600.00 5.00
K6-2011-09-03-00 NC Maotarcycle Safety Education Program £44,430.00 5.00 $44 43000 $.00 $44 430,00 5 G
) K&-2011-09-04-00 NCSHP-Bike Safe $15,500.00 5.00 £15,500.00 .00 515,500.00 %.00
2010 Motorcycle Safety m2,930.00 %35,500.00 %$402,930.00 $.00 $402uﬂ30._00 %.00
Incentive Total
2010 Motorcycle Safeﬂ; $402,930.00 $35.500.00 $402,930.00 %.00 $402,9320.00 %£.00
Tota
2011 Child Seats
K3-2011-06-00-00 GHSP 2011 Hold Account $600,000.00 5.00 $600,000.00 .00 $600,000.00 .00
U.S. Dapartment of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
State: North Carolina Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary Page: &

2011-HSP-2
For Approval

hitps: ‘wis.nhtsa.gov/gts/reports/new report Laspreport=2&transid=41811

Report Date: 09/28/2010

Q28,2010
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Highway Salety Plan Cost Summary

Page 9 of 9

Prior
P’:?::m Project Description ':‘,':2:::: State Funds Previous Bal, (Il;.:zf':) E:lr ;:2: s':'_:';::o
Funds
K3-2011-06-01-00 NC Safekids/Dept. of Insurance $542 629.00 £.00 £542,629.00 5.00 $542,629.00 %.00
2011 Child Seat Ince:tiue $1,142,629.00 $.00 $1,142,62%.00 $.00 $1,142,629.00 $.00
otal
2011 Child Seats Total $£1,142,629.00 $.00 3$1,142,629.00 $.00 $1,142,629.00 $.00
NHTSA Total $27,794,974.00 $1,862,773.00 $27,794,974.00 $167,500.00 $27,962,474.00 $6,230,041.00
Total $27,794,974.00 $1,862,773.00 $27,794,974.00 $167,500.00 $27,962,474.00 $6,230,041.00

hitps:/‘gis nhitsa.gov/gts/reportsinew_report ] asprepori=2& ransid=41811

9282010
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Project Number: K4-11-04-18
Agency: Buncombe County Sheriff’'s Office

Goals/Objectives: The goal of local law enforcement is to reduaaitnber of traffic related accidents, injuries, and deaths
Buncombe County by creating a Traffic Safety Team. To work with g#relerson County Sheriffs Office as part of a multi-

FY 2011 Project Description

county task force to address the alcohol problem in this part ofatee s
Tasks/Description: Incorporate two personnel into a unifieddrsdifety team to enforce traffic laws, by addressing
specifically traffic safety initiatives; ensuring safer roadhe Buncombe County area.

PROJECT BUDGET

Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount | % Amount % Amount % | Amount
Personnel $133,904 100 $133,904 | [ | $
Contractual $ $ $
Commodities $ $ $
Direct $ $ $
Checkpt Egpt $ $ $
Indirect $ $ $
Total $133,904 : $ $
PERSONNEL BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Personnel Amount
1 Patrol Deputy $38567
Fringe Benefits for Patrol Deputy $28385
1 Patrol Deputy $38567
Fringe Benefits for Patrol Deputy $28385
Total $133,904
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FY 2011 Project Description

Project Number: K4-11-04-19

Agency: Buncombe County Sheriff’'s Office

Goals/Objectives: The goal of local law enforcement is to reduaaitnber of traffic related accidents, injuries, and deaths
Buncombe County by creating a Traffic Safety Team. This is the eqoigmortion of the grant for the multi-county task
force with Henderson County Sheriffs Office.

Tasks/Description: Incorporate two personnel into a unifieddrsdifety team to enforce traffic laws, by addressing
specifically traffic safety initiatives; ensuring safer roadthe Buncombe County area.

PROJECT BUDGET
Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount | % |  Amount % Amount % Amount
Personnel I | | $ $ $
Contractual $ $ $ $
Commodities $ $ $ $
Direct $125,000 50 $62,500 $ 50 $62,500
Checkpt Egpt $ $ $
Indirect $ $ $
Total $125,004 ; $ $62,500
OTHER DIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
2 Vehicles $60,000
2 Mobile Data Terminal $16,000
2 Lidar Units $7,000
2 Dual Antenna Radar $5,000
2 In-car Camera $12,000
2 Uniforms $10,000
1 Speed Enforcement Trailer $12,000
2 Travel @%$1,500 ea $3,000
Total $125,000
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Project Number: K4-11-04-16

FY 2011 Project Description

Agency: Henderson County Sheriffs office
Goals/Objectives: Reduce the number of traffic crashes in theycoy@0% by July 1, 2012. To work with Buncombe

County Sheriffs office to reduce crashes, reduce speeders and BAMis in the two county area through coordinated task
force efforts of enforcement.
Tasks/Description: Set up an additional deputy to enforce allctfaffis and to assist in the task force efforts of a multi-coun

effort to make the roads safer.

PROJECT BUDGET
Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
Personnel $128,58 8% $109,295 15 $19/)287
Contractual $ $ $
Commodities $ $ $
Direct $86,074 85 $ 15 $12,911
Checkpt Egpt $ $ $
Indirect $ $ $
Total $214,654 | $ $32,1Pp8
PERSONNEL BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Personnel Amount
2 Deputies plus fringes 128,582
Total 128,582
OTHER DIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
2 Vehicles 60,000
2 MDT'’s 6,200
2 Radars 5,000
2 In-car cameras 10,400
2 Uniforms 4474
Total 86,074
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FY 2011 Project Description

Project Number: OP-11-05-07

Agency: HSRC- Child Passenger Safety Resource Center

Goals/Objectives: Coordinate state and local CPS educationngyadistribution and “hands on” technical assistance
programs and activities. Conduct and analyze child restraiat\@igonal surveys.

Tasks/Description: Provide consumer information to the public thraligihee number, website and brochures and flyers.
Provide program and technical assistance to CPS advocates and#etonsi by keeping curriculum current. Coordinate all
CPS training activities and programs in N. C. Support N. C. CPS Traiomyitee. Register and pay for participants in th
national certification course. Maintain and keep current the tecbsivw.buckleupnc.org.

PROJECT BUDGET
Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
Personnel 81,898 100 81,898 $ $
Commodities 11,942 100 11,942 $ $
Direct 28,205 100 28,205 $ $
Indirect 12,205 100 12,205 $ $
Total 134,250 : 134,250 $ $
PERSONNEL BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Personnel Amount || |
All personnel and fringes 81,898
Total 81,898
COMMODITIES BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Commodities Description Amount
Supplies, photocopies and training supplies 11,942
Total 11,942
OTHER DIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
Travel, printing, subscriptions, WATTS, storage, etc 28,05
Total 28,205
INDIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Vendor Description Amount ||
UNC facility fee 10% 12,205
Total 12,205
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FY 2011 Project Description

Project Number: K8-11-02-06

Agency: NC Conference of DA’s

Goals/Objectives: The Conference of DA’s will increasdabel of understanding and awareness between prosecators, |
enforcement and the community. The Conference will proddeation on traffic-related issues through publicatioaming
and trial advocacy courses, technical assistance, anduwttyioutreach. They will continue the employment of a Ta&tfety
Consult and hire a Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor (T@RPYill be supervised by the Chief Resource Prosecutor. The
purpose of the TSRP is to act as a liaison with NHTSA, NAPC,FGNESHP, local law enforcement, other agencies,
community organizations and prosecutors to inform theneafidleds, concerns, and activities of the District Attorwéts
regards to traffic safety issues. Provide both general acifispechnical assistance to prosecutors and law enfiertevia
training, phone, email and publications. In addition, tBRF will develop and publish a Magistrate Impaired DriviR§MER,
a Law Enforcement Impaired Driving Manual, four issues®fior the Record" traffic safety newsletter, as well ag othe
traffic-related publications, including legal updataeviegle training for special topic programs for prosecutdfariaw
enforcement to ready them for the most effective prosecotiDWI-related cases. Hold Multi-Disciplinary DWI Traffbafety
Symposium -This year there is a greater need than ever to egonbiecutors, law enforcement and other allied profedsamn
train together on highway safety issues. Therefore, host@ired Driving/Highway Safety Symposium which will be
comprised of multiple training tracks for ADA, Law Enforceme&ictim advocates, Magistrates and other allied prafieats
along with the Chief Resource Prosecutor as a liaison whbilidpg technical assistance, training, counsel to laosreament,
and information to communities. Develop and implement DVekg§dor training at the NC District Attorneys’ Association
meeting, as well as state and national conferences aridgraitiend checkpoints to assist in DWI and other traffiestst
Upon request, serve as lead or second chair or assist in tbeugpioysof DWI, vehicular homicide and/or other traffiated
cases. Educate citizens, community groups and organizatigarding the role of the prosecutor in highway safety. To
accomplish the objectives, the Conference will continue fidagna legal assistant to administer the general admiivstrat
support, logistics for meetings and trainings, orderirgypplies and manual orders, prepare course registratidaliamw-ups,
develop handout packets, CLE and NCJA course approval@onting, preparation and processing of reimbursemetitsyfo
up letters to supervisors, follow-up surveys, and assistarimplementing publication requirements.

Tasks/Description: In addition to the above goals and objectives, Ther€ard of DA’s will plan, hold attend and
evaluate the following meetings, conferences and materials; §sdichation Meeting, National NHTSA TSRP/LEL
Conference, 4 quarterly newsletters, NAPC Meeting, NHTSA Wgridroup, Charlotte Highway Safety Symposium,
Wilmington Highway Safety Symposium, 2 Legal Update, Eastern R¥gional Training, Lifesavers Conference, New
Prosecutor’s School, Central DWI Regional, IPTM Alcohol and Drug Bgi8ymposium, Summer Association Meeting,
DRE Conference, Western DWI Regional, NAPC/NHTSA Working Grougndition from District to Superior Court.
They will purchase materials and design promotional items.
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PROJECT BUDGET
Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
Personnel $170,655 100 $170,4655 $ $
Contractual $35,400 100 $35,4P0 $ $
Commodities $5,000 100 $5,000 $ $
Direct $229,887 100 $229,887 $ $
Indirect $ $ $ $
Total $440,947 ; $440,94 $ $
PERSONNEL BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Personnel Amount
Legal Assistant $40,500
Traffic Safety Prosecutor $82,000
Benefits $48,155
Total $170,655
CONTRACTUAL BUDGET DETAIL
Vendor Description Amount ||
Speaker Honorariums $5,000
Traffic Safety Consultant $30,400
Total $35,400
COMMODITIES BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Commodities Description Amount
Promotional Items $5,000
Total $5,000
OTHER DIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
Magistrate Primer $5,000
Newsletter and Shipping $5,000
Training Brochures $4,500
Training Supplies $10,000
Update DWI Manual & Reprint $10,000
LE Resource Manual $10,000
In State Travel $157,601
Out of State Travel $27,786
Total $229,887
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FY 2011 Project Description

Project Number: K8-11-02-44

Agency: AOC-Forsyth County District Attorney’s Office

Goals/Objectives: Recent court rulings and legislation have catgdiche process in which DWI are prosecuted in North
Carolina. Chemical analyst and their results must be present diiithgyidls, making continuation of cases occur more oftet
As a result, more time is needed to properly gather information thasng a backlog of DWI cases. The goals of this grant
are to facilitate the consistent and effective prosecution of D¥éscim NC by reducing the number of dismissals due to lac
of sufficient evidence and ensure that DWI habitual offenders receiveatkielum punishment. By reduce the number of
DWI cases by 10%, that have been pending for a year or more will hralpagk the backlog that is currently taking place. S!
Tasks/Description: In order to achieve the goals and objectives gf#ing the Forsyth County DA'’s office will hire a DWI
Prosecutor, review and calendar new and old DWI cases, identifytbtas@re more than one year old and those that are
habitual offenders. They will create a database of the disposed D¥gltcasvaluate the success of the program, create
systems for collecting and organizing discovery materials gruitesfrom law enforcement that is a must to successfully try
DWI cases. SB

PROJECT BUDGET
Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
Personnel $50,96p 10D $50,960 $ $
Contractual $ $ $
Commodities $ $ $
Direct $931| 100 $ $
Checkpt Egpt $ $ $
Indirect $ $ $
Total $51,891] | $ $
PERSONNEL BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Personnel Amount
DWI Prosecutor with Benefits $50,960
Total $50,960
CONTRACTUAL BUDGET DETAIL
Vendor Description Amount
I I $
Total $
COMMODITIES BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Commodities Description Amount
$
Total $
OTHER DIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
Yearly rental of laptop, phone and data line for DWI Prosecutor 5931
Total $931
CHECKPOINT EQUIPMENT BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
$
Total $
INDIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Vendor Description Amount
| $
Total $
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FY 2011 Project Description

Project Number: K8-11-02-01

Agency: GHSP In-House Alcohol Public Information and Education

Goals/Objectives: The GHSP plans to increase its outreachrefarding impaired driving with an enhanced media
placement campaign in during each enforcement period which willdedV, radio and gas station advertising. As part of
the plan, GHSP will contract an agency to supply media buys, placemematendde distribution of our message during
each campaign. Each year GHSP gathers more than 500 law enforcdivers wf educate them on traffic safety laws,
GHSP updates and other topics relating to highway safety. Witlssistance of Forensic Test for Alcohol and the
Conference of District Attorneys, GHSP will host a Traffic 8alBWI Symposium in the spring which will include topics for
law enforcement, magistrates, judges and prosecutors. SB

Tasks/Description: GHSP will plan and execute the first DWI symposgiuwo regional locations. The symposium will have
numerous breakout sessions and national and state expert speakersd Rlamtract PSA's with an ad agency. Provide medi
research and placement of PSA's for December and August campaighsgate outcome via reporting numbers and surveys
SB

PROJECT BUDGET
Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
Personnel $ $ $
Contractual $410,000 10D $ $
Commodities $ $ $
Direct $ $ $
Indirect $ $ $
Total $410,000 | $ $
PERSONNEL BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Personnel Amount
$
Total $
CONTRACTUAL BUDGET DETAIL
Vendor Description Amount
$
Total $
COMMODITIES BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Commodities Description Amount
$
Total $
OTHER DIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
PSA Production $10,000
Paid Media $250,000
Gas Station Advertising $70,000
Traffic Safety DWI Symposium $80,000
Total $410,000
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Project Number: PT-11-03-05

Agency: NC Sheriff's Association

Goals/Objectives: During the 2010 session of the North Carolinar@eftssembly, a number of laws have been passed, changed, or
amended that have a direct impact on the way North Carolina lawcenfent officers to perform their duties. The North Carolina fieri
Association will increase the knowledge of law enforcementefiiof changes made to the Driving While Impaired (DWI) Statute and
other traffic related statute changes to the North Carolina M@toicle Laws. This will be accomplished by providing educatiothen
changes through publications and training programs. The Sherriff siABsnawill conduct 6 one-day seminars across North Carolina or

FY 2011 Project Description

the legislative bills containing changes in the statutes thatinspariffs’ deputies and other law enforcement officers. Thrdugh t

trainings they will increase the knowledge of North Carolina lawreefment officers in the additions or changes in the North Carolina
General Statutes in areas such as Motor Vehicle Law, Identify, &Bhd other traffic safety issues
Tasks/Description: Conduct 6 one-day seminars on the legislativednligining changes in the statutes of North

Carolina that impact sheriffs’ deputies and other law enforcemeoésf

PROJECT BUDGET

Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
Personnel $ $ $ $
Contractual $10,500 100 $10,5p0 $ $
Commodities $2,500 100 $2,500 $ $
Direct $21,500 100 $21,500 $ $
Indirect $ $ $ $
Total $34,500 $34,50 $ $
PERSONNEL BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Personnel Amount
$
Total $
CONTRACTUAL BUDGET DETAIL
Vendor Description Amount
Research and preparation of training materials $7,500
Instructor Fees $3,000
Total $10,500
COMMODITIES BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Commodities Description Amount
Promotional Items $2,500
Total $2,500
OTHER DIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
Printing $3,500
Administrative and Scheduling Fees $5,500
In-State Travel $12,500
Total $21,500
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FY 2011 Project Description

Project Number: K8-11-02-49

Agency: Winston-Salem Police Department

Goals/Objectives: The goal of local law enforcement is to reducaitnber of DWI-related accidents, injuries, and deaths ir
Forsyth County by creating a DWI Task Force with personnel from thetévi-Salem Police Department, Forsyth County
Sheriff’'s Office, and the Kernersville Police Department.

Tasks/Description: Hire six Law Enforcement Officers to craateified DWI task force to enforce traffic laws, by addressin
specifically DWI initiatives; ensuring safer roads in the Fér&ounty area.

PROJECT BUDGET

Cost Category Total Federal State Local
Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount
Personnel $441,820 100 $441,920 $ $
Contractual $ $ $ $
Commodities $ $ $ $
Direct $297,600 100 $327,600 $ $
Checkpt Egpt $ $ $ $
Indirect $ $ $ $
Total $739,420 $739,42 $ $
PERSONNEL BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Personnel Amount
4 Officers Winston-Salem PD @ $75,455 ea. $301,820
1 Officers Forsyth COSO @ $70,000 ea $70,000
1 Officers Kernersville PD @ $70,000 ea $70,000
Total $441,820
OTHER DIRECT COSTS BUDGET DETAIL
Quantity Description Amount
6 Uniform (x 6 @ $5,000 ea) $ 30,000 $30,000
6 Vehicle (x 6 @ $30,000 ea) $180,000 $180,000
6 Laptop Computer (x 6 @ $8,000ea) $ 4§ | $48/000
6 In-Car Camera & Installation (x 6 @ $6,000 ea) $ 36,000 $36,000
In-State Travel $ 600 $600
2 Software packages $ 3,000 $3,000
Total $297,600
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NHTSA-GHSA Statewide Telephone Survey

FINAL REPORT

NHTSA-GHSA
STATEWIDE TELEPHONE SURVEY

(July 12 — 21, 2010)

August 16,2010
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NHTSA-GHSA Statewide Telephone Survey

Survey Methodology

The NHTSA-GHSA statewide telephone survey, conducted by the Govemnor’'s Highway
Safety Program of the North Carolina Department of Transportation, was administered
by telephone to a randomly selected sample of North Carolina households with a
working landline telephone. The survey was conducted between July 12 and July 21,
2010 using a random digit dialing call procedure. The use of random digit dialing
provides each household possessing a working landline telephone an approximately
equal chance of being selected. Non-household entities that were called during the
survey were eliminated as non-eligible members of the sample.

To maintain the randomness of the respondent selection process, a within household
random selection procedure was further used to choose a person within the selected
household to participate in the survey. This individual needed to meet the screening
requirements of age (15 ¥ +), residency (full-time resident of North Carolina) and
driving habits (drives a motor vehicle as either a licensed driver, a driver with a leamer’s
permit, or a driver not currently licensed to drive in North Carolina).

The survey was conducted in 10 field sessions over the 10-day period of July 12 to July
21, 2010. Calls were placed during various day-parts throughout the week and on
weekends to maximize a cross-section of respendent attributes. Multiple calls were
placed to households until an interview was completed or a final disposition code was
assigned. The average length of the telephone interview was 15 minutes.

The survey resulted in 600 interviews, yielding a response rate of 52.9% using the
American Association for Public Opinion Research’s COOP1 equation for calculating
cooperation rates. For a sample of this size, the margin of error attributable to sampling
is plus or minus four percentage points at the 95% level of confidence. This means in
95 out of 100 samples among the same target population, the results should differ by no
more than four percentage points. The margin of error for survey sub-groups is higher
due to the fact that the results for these sub-groups are derived from a smaller number
of respondents.
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NHTSA-GHSA Statewide Telephone Survey

Survey Summary

The results of this survey reveal that North Carolinians profess to being law abiding
citizens when it comes to seat belt usage, not mixing alcohol with driving, and obeying a
safe driving speed. More than nine out of ten respondents indicate that they wear their
safety belt “all of the time.” While nearly one half of the survey panel says it has had at
least one alcoholic drink during the previous 30 days, more than three out of four in this
group say they have not driven a motor vehicle within two hours after having a drink.
And in spite of the fact that respondents acknowledge that they sometimes drive faster
than they should, a clear majority says that only “occasionally” or “never” do they drive
more than fives miles per hour over the posted speed limit.

Campaigns and other publicly disseminated information to encourage seat belt usage
and wam of the dangers of driving too fast and drinking and driving are reaching some
members of the general public. More than four in ten respondents have read, seen or
heard information over the past 30 days that promotes the use of seat belts and
cautions drivers of the consequences of driving too fast. More than six in ten recall
messages relating to driving while impaired.

Respondents believe there is a good likelihood that drivers will be caught if they do not
wear their safety belt, if they drink and drive, and if they speed. However, the general
sentiment is that the chances of being caught not buckling up are lower, while there is a
greater probability of being stopped by law enforcement officers for speeding and
driving while impaired.

To promote wider seat belt use and reduce the number of drunk drivers and speeders
using the state’s roadways, respondents support some measures that will impose
greater penalties over what is currently in place. Respondenis tend to favor increasing
the fine for drivers and passengers who fail to buckle up, but are generally opposed to
placing points on a person’s driver's license or insurance coverage. Stronger support is
evident for increasing the fine and suspending a driver's license for a longer period of
time for drivers caught drinking and driving. Respondents also favor extending the
revocation period of a driver’s license following conviction for drinking while impaired.
Moderate support exists for placing a mark or symbol on the license tag of a convicted
drunk driver. Moderate support is present as well for the use of automated traffic
enforcement efforts, such as red light cameras and speed cameras, to reduce the
number of speeders.

Several driver safety programs and campaigns were presented to survey respondents
to test their level of familiarity. Friends Don Let Friends Drive Drunk and Booze it &
Lose It were the two most familiar impaired driving campaigns according to the survey
panel. Surprisingly, Over the Limit, Under Amrest did not perform as well. Click It or
Ticket was clearly the most recognized seat belt campaign, followed by Buckle Up for
Safety.
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NHTSA-GHSA Statewide Telephone Survey

Some respondents have direct experience with checkpoints used by law enforcement
officials to catch drivers who drive while impaired or do not use their safety belt. One-
quarter of the respondents have driven through a daytime checkpoint during the past 12
months, while one-third have driven through a nighttime checkpoint during the same
period.

The 600 members of the survey panel reflect a diverse and representative mix of North
Carolinians. They represent 90 of the state's 100 counties and are spread among large,
medium, small, and rural communities alike. Gender and age, which were closely
tracked during the study’s data collection phase, match the U.S. Census Bureau's 2009
estimate of North Carclina’s population. While some over-sampling of white
respondents occurred, respondents exhibit wide characteristics among educational
attainment, household income, and driving habits.

Survey Findings
Safety Belts

A strong majority of respondents (93%) wears their seat belt “all of the time.” Five
percent wear their seat belt “most of the time.”

More than one-half of those participating in the survey (57%) do not recall having read,
seen or heard information or messages about seat belt law enforcement programs or
campaigns in North Carolina.

Three out of four respondents believe that drivers who do not wear their seat belt will
ultimately be stopped and issued a ticket. Thirty-six percent believe it is “very likely”
while 40% think it is "somewnhat likely” a driver will receive a ticket for a seat belt
violation.

| Chance of Receiving a Ticket for Not Buckling Up

! Very likely 36%
F‘ Somewhat likely A%
Not very likely 20%
Don't know/Not sure 4%
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NHTSA-GHSA Statewide Telephone Survey

Survey respondents were asked to indicate how familiar they are with four safety belt
campaign programs. The results reveal that Click if or Ticket is the most widely known
program in North Carolina, with 90% of respondents being “very familiar” with it. Fifty-
five percent of respondents are “very familiar” with Buckle Up for Safety, while 28% are
“somewhat familiar” with the program. Buckle Up America and RU Buckied are not as
widely known among the North Carolina survey panel.

Familiarity with Safsty Balt Programs

Buckle Buckle

up RU Click It Up for

America  Buckled  orTicket Safety
Very familiar 19% 15% 0% 55%
Somewhat familiar 4% 12% &% 28%
Not very familiar 14% 13% 1% 6%
Not at all familiar 41% S3% 2% 12%
u Don’t know/Not sure % 3% 0% 0%

Three penalties to encourage greater safety belt usage were tested to determine the
level of support by citizens of North Carolina. Increasing the fine for not buckling up
beyond the current $25 penalty is favored by 84% of respondents. Forty-four percent of
those participating in the survey favor points on a driver's record, while 42% favor points
applied to a driver's insurance policy.

—
— —_—

Support for Stronger Safety Belt Penalties

Increase Points on  Points on
Fine _  Ligense = Insurance

Favor 64% 844% 42%
Oppose 34% 54% 54%
Don’t know/Not sure 2% 3% %

One in three respondents (33%) have not driven past or driven through a daytime
checkpoint in North Carolina during the past 12 months. These are checkpoints set up
by law enforcement personnel to catch drivers for such things as not wearing their seat
belt or driving under the influence.
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NHTSA-GHSA Statewide Telephone Survey

Driving While Impaired

During the previous 30 days, 45% of survey respondents report having consumed at
least one alcoholic drink. Among this group, 77% report that they have not driven a
vehicle within two hours after drinking an alcoholic beverage. However, 14% reveal that
they have had a drink and driven a vehicle within two hours on one or two days during
this 30-day pericd. An additional 4% indicate that they have driven on three to five days
out of the past 30 days within two hours of drinking alcohol.

—

Number of Days Driving Within Two Hours

after Drinking Alcohol
{among those reporting having
a drink in the past 30 doys)
None 7%
1to 2 days 14%
3to5days 4%
6 to 10 days 1%
| 11 to 20 days 0%
21 10 30 days 1%
Don't know/Not sure 1%

. Slightly more than six in ten respondents (62%) have read, seen cr heard messages or
other information regarding the dangers of drinking and driving.

Most respondents taking part in the survey believe the chances are good that a person
who chooses to drink and drive in North Carolina will be arrested. Forty-two percent of
the sample believes the chances are “very likely” while 48% say the chances are
“somewhat likely.” Eight percent of the survey panel suggests that it is “not very likely”
a person who drinks and drives will be arrested.

II Chance of Being Arrested for Drinking & Driving

Very likely A
Somewhat likely 48%
Not very likely &%

Don't know/Not sure 2%
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NHTSA-GHSA Statewide Telephone Survey

Six impaired driving messages and campaigns were presented to survey respondents.
They were asked to indicate how familiar they are with each one. Friends Don't Let
Friends Drive Drunk was the most familiar of the six, with 86% of respondents saying
they are “very familiar” with this impaired driving campaign. Booze It & Lose It was cited
as “very familiar” by 76% of survey respondents. Respondents were considerably less
familiar with the four remaining campaigns, including Over the Limit, Under Arrest which
has aired regularly in North Carolina.

Familiarity with Impaired Driving Messages

Friends . Over the

Don't Let Limit, Highways
Friends Operation Checkpoint Booze it Under or

Drive Drunk Eagle Strikeforce orloselt  Arrest Dieways

Very familiar B5% 6% 10% 76% 21% 21%
Somewhat familiar 11% 12% 18% 55% 20% 19%
Not very familiar 1% 11% 11% 3% 12% 10%
Not at all familiar 1% 70% 60% 6% 46% 48%
Don’t know/Not sure 0% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1%

Respondents indicate strong support for three potential penalties for drivers who elect to
drink and drive. Eighty-five percent believe fines should be increased for impaired
driving, while 79% support a longer suspension period of the driver’s license and 78%
favor a longer revocation period following a drunk driving conviction. Mild support exists
for placing a symbol on the license tag of a convicted drunk driver (53%), while fewer
respondents favor lowering the blood alcohol level to be considered driving under the
influence (39%).

—
— —

i Support for Stronger impaired Driving Penalties

Lower

Longer Longer Blood Symbol on
Increase Suspension Revocation Alcohol License

Eines . of license of License  Level Tag

Favor BS% 79% 78% 39% 53%
Oppose 12% 17% 18% 55% 43%
Don't know/Not sure % 4% 4% 6% 3%
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Three-quarters of the survey respondents (74%) have not driven through a nighttime
checkpoint in Narth Carolina during the previous 12 months set up by law enforcement
officials to catch drivers who have been drinking.

Speeding

Eighty-five percent of survey respondents admit that at least on occasion they drive
more than five miles per hour over the limit in a 30 MPH zone. Tweanty-two percent say
they do so “most of the time,” 17% say they speed “about half the time,” and 46%
indicate they drive more than five miles per hour over the limit “occasionally.” The
remaining 15% of respondents say they “never” drive more than 5 MPH over the speed
limit. :

Frequency of Driving More than 5 MPH Over the
Limit in a2 30 MPH Zone
Most of the time 22%
About half the time 17%
Occasionally 46%
Never 15%
Don’t know/Not sure 1%

When asked about their driving behavior in a 65 MPH speed zone, fewer drivers admit
to driving 70 MPH or faster. Fourteen percent say they drive 70 MPH or faster “most of
the time,” while 17% indicate they drive this fast “about half the time.” Thirty-eight
percent say that on occasion they drive 70 MPH or faster in a 65 MPH speed zone. On
these faster highways, more respondents (31%) indicate that they never drive more
than 5 MPH over the speed limit.

Frequency of Driving More than 5 MPH Over the
Limit in 2 65 MPH Zone
{ Muost of the time 14%
About half the time 17%
Occasionally 8%
Never %
h Don't know/Not sure <1%
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The maijority of respondents taking part in the survey (55%) do not recall having read,
seen or heard specific messages or information related to speed enforcement programs
by police or other law enforcement agencies.

Most respondents believe there is some likelihood that driving over the speed limit in
North Carolina will result in a speeding ticket. Thirty-seven percent say it is “very likely”
that speeding drivers will receive a ticket, and 52% say it is "somewhat likely." Still,

10% believe that driving over the speed limit is not very likely to result in a speeding
ticket for a driver.

Chance of Receiving a Ticket for Speeding

Very likely 37%
Somewhat likely 52%
Not very likely 10%
Don't know/Not sure 1%

As a way to curb speeding, 25% of the participants in the survey “strongly favor” the use
of automated traffic enforcement efforts, such as red light cameras and speed cameras.
Twenty-eight percent “somewhat favor” these measures. Eighteen percent of

respondents are “somewhat opposed to these types of actions to curtail speeders, while
26% are “strongly opposed.”

S
—

Support for Automated Traffic Enforcement Efforts

Strongly favor 25%
Somewhat favor 5%
Somewhat oppase 18%
Strongly oppose 26%
Don’t know/Not sura 3%

Demographics

Interviews for this survey were conducted in 90 of North Carolina's 100 counties.

Respondents represent a good mix of community sizes as shown in the table on the
following page.
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———  _——— — ——*=
Community Size of survey Respondents
A large ity 21%
A medium sized city 18%
Asmall city 16%
Asmall town 22%
t Arural area 23%
]

Gender and age were tracked during the survey to monitor the representativeness of
the sample. Females account for 51% of the survey sample, which matches the
proportion of females in North Carolina according to the U.S. Census bureau’s 2009
state estimate.

The survey resulted in a good distribution of age groups that closely reflect the U.S.
Census Bureau's 2009 estimate for North Carolina, though a slight under-sampling of
22 to 29 year olds did occur.

Respondent Age Distribution
15to0 17 3%
15to 21 ) 6%
22t0 29 10%
30to39 18%
40 to 49 20%
500 59 19%
60 to 69 14%
70 or over . e 10%

Respondents’ race yielded 86% White, 9% Black, and 1% Hispanic. This proportion
results in an over-sampling of White respondents and under-sampling of Blacks and
Hispanics.

The distribution of education, household income and weekly miles driven represent
goed diversity among respondents, as shown in the tables on the following page.

10
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Respondent Education Distribution

Less than high school T%
High school diploma 18%
Some school beyond high school 24%
Associate degree or equivalent 11%
Bachelor's degree 26%
Master’s degree 12%
Doctorate or professional degree 3%

Household Income Distribution

Less than 524,000 11%

$24,001 to 536,000 10%

536,001 to 550,000 16%

450,001 to §75,000 19%

$75,001 to $100,000 18%

$100,001 to $150,000 14%

[i $150,001 or above 11%
— — %

Weekly Miles Driven

10 miles or less 4%

11 10 25 miles ™

. 2610 50 miles 18%

51 to 100 miles 24%

101 to 250 miles 27%

251 to 500 miles 12%

More than 500 miles 6%

Don't know/Not sure 2%

11
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